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Abstract
Traditionally, Soviet attitude to Turkey was governed by strategic conceptsas a result of the latter’s possession of the Black Sea Straits, and from itsproximity to vital targets in Ukraine and Transcaucasia. Thus, Turco-Sovietenmity has deep roots going back to the struggle between the Russian and theOttoman Empires, which began in the 15th century with the gradual conquestof the Black Sea, Transcaucasia and Balkans by the Turks. However, during theeighteenth and early twentieth century, Russia enlarged its territory primarilyat the expense of the declining Ottoman Empire. It was only with the collapseof the Russian Empire in 1917, that the Russian irredentist ambition enshrinedin the “Warm Waters”, the Russian/Soviet desire to gain access to theMediterranean, was effectively abandoned. As a result, Turco-Soviet relationsreached a peak in the Atatürk era and again later in the 1960s and 1970s. On
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19 March 1945, as the war in Europe about to end, the Soviet Governmentreported to the Turkish Government its decision to put an end to the Turco-Soviet Treaty of Friendship and Non-Aggression dated 17 November 1925. Theclaim was that the Treaty was no longer relevant given the new conditionsemerging after the Second World War. On 7 June 1945, Selim Sarper, theTurkish Ambassador to Moscow, in his meeting with Molotov, the SovietForeign Minister, stated that Turkey wished to form good relations once again.Molotov, however, wanted bases on the Straits in addition to the Kars-Ardahanregion in return for restored relations and the reinstatement of the treaty.Turkey did not accept these demands. As a result, the Soviets decided not torenew the treaty, which was the beginning of strained relations between theTurks and the Soviets which lasted until 1953. After Stalin’s death, the Russiansattempted to restore their relations with Turkey to their relatively relaxed pre-war level. The Turks, however, were cautious in their response. Developmentsin Soviet-American relations in the early 1960s led the Turks to reconsidertheir dependent relationship with the United States and to take on a lessuncompromising approach towards the Soviet Union, resulting in the secondperiod of good Turco-Soviet relations after the Atatürk era.
Keywords: Turkey, Russia, Soviet Union, Turco-Soviet Relations, TurkishForeign Policy, Soviet Foreign Policy.

Soğuk Savaş Döneminde Türk-Sovyet İlişkileri (1945-1991)
Öz
Avrupa’da savaş sona ermek üzereyken, 19 Mart 1945’te Sovyet Hükümeti,17 Aralık 1925 tarihli Türk-Sovyet Dostluk ve Saldırmazlık Antlaşmasınıfeshetme kararını Türk Hükümetine bildirmiştir. Antlaşmanın, İkinci DünyaSavaşı sonrasında ortaya çıkan yeni şartlara uygun olmadığı ileri sürülmüştür.7 Haziran 1945’te Türkiye’nin Moskova Büyükelçisi Seli Sarper Sovyet DışişleriBakanı Molotov ile yaptığı görüşmede, Türkiye’nin Sovyet Rusya ile yeniden iyiilişkiler kurmak istediğini belirtmiş, ancak Molotov, iyi ilişkilerin kurulması veantlaşmanın yenilenmesi için Boğazlarda üs, ayrıca Kars-Ardahan bölgesiniistemiştir. Türkiye’nin bu talepleri kabul etmemesi üzerine antlaşmayenilenmemiştir. Bu olay Türk-Sovyet ilişkilerinde 1953 yılına kadar sürecekgerginliğin başlangıcı olmuştur.
Stalin'in ölümünden sonra Ruslar, Türkiye ile olan ilişkilerini savaşöncesindeki göreceli rahat düzeye kıyasla yeniden inşa etmeye çalıştılar. FakatTürkler buna karşılık vermede tedbirli davrandılar. 1960 yılı başlarında Sovyet-Amerikan ilişkilerinde gözlenen gelişmeler Türkleri Amerika Birleşik Devletleriile olan bağımlı ilişkilerini yeniden düşünmeye sevk etti ve Sovyetler Birliğinekarşı daha uzlaşmacı bir yaklaşım benimsemelerine yol açtı. Sonuçta, Türk-
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1 FO371/59231, R 17969/6/44, “The Bosphorus and the Dardanelles”, 6 January 1947.FCO51/244/RR6/12, “Turco-Soviet Relations 1962-1971”. Also, see FCO51/296/RR6/4,“Turco-Soviet Relations 1962-1972”. Baskın Oran (ed.), Türk Dış Politikası, Cilt-I: 1919-1980 (İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları, 2003), p. 499-520.

Sovyet ilişkileri 1960’lar ve 1970’lerde-Atatürk dönemi dışında en iyi döneminiyaşamış oldu. Batı 1964'te Türklerin Kıbrıs’a müdahalesini engellemek içinharekete geçer ve bu da onlara Kıbrıs politikaları için Sovyet desteği aramalarıiçin baskı oluşturur. Türk Dış İşleri Bakanı Kasım 1964'te Moskova’yı ziyaretettiğinde, Ruslar “iki toplumlu” formülü kabul ettiler. Üst düzey karşılıklıziyaretler Ocak 1965'te Nikolai Podgorny liderliğindeki bir Yüksek Sovyetdelegasyonunun Türkiye’yi ziyareti ile devam etti. Mayıs 1965'te Sovyet Dışİşleri Bakanı Türkiye’yi ziyaret etti ve Türkiye Başbakanı Ağustos 1965’teSovyetler Birliği'ni ziyaret ettiğinde iki ülke Türkiye'ye yapılacak Sovyetyardımının tedariki konusunda prensipte anlaştı.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Türkiye, Rusya, Sovyetler Birliği, Türk-Sovyet İlişkileri,Türk Dış Politikası, Sovyet Dış Politikası

The Period of 1945-1953
Traditionally, Soviet attitude to Turkey was governed by strategicconcepts as a result of the latter’s possession of the Black Sea Straits,and from its proximity to vital targets in Ukraine and Transcaucasia.Turco-Soviet enmity thus has deep roots going back to the strugglebetween the Russian and the Ottoman Empires, which began in the 15th

century with the gradual conquest of the Black Sea, Transcaucasia andBalkans by the Turks. However, during the eighteenth and earlytwentieth century, Russia expanded its territory largely at the expenseof the declining Ottoman Empire. However, it was only with the collapseof the Russian Empire in 1917, that the Russian irredentist ambitionenshrined in the “Warm Waters”, the Russian/Soviet desire to gainaccess to the Mediterranean, was effectively abandoned.1 As a result,Turco-Soviet relations had their best time in the Atatürk era and laterin the 1960s and 1970s as well.
However, after the Second World War, Turco-Soviet relationsunderwent a decline. The Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs, HasanSaka, who was in London in January 1946, was able to put the Turkishcase to the Secretary of State, who, in turn, informed him of the
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2 FO371/67305B, “Review of Events in Turkey-1946”, by Sir Kelly, 4 February 1947.Bruce R. Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War in the Near East (Princeton: PrincetonUniversity Press, 1980), p. 359-382.

apparently reassuring discussions he had had with Marshal Stalin inMoscow and assured him of British interest in the matter. In a secondinterview with the Secretary of State a month later, the Turkish Ministerfor Foreign Affairs enquired whether the British Government wouldconsider adapting the Anglo-Turkish alliance to modern conditions. Thissuggestion was later embodied by the Turkish Ambassador in Londonin a memorandum which contained the alternative suggestion that theSecretary of State should re-affirm in Parliament the value which theBritish Government attached to the Turkish alliance. In reply to thesesuggestions, the Secretary of State stated that while the BritishGovernment attached great importance to the principle of the Anglo-Turkish alliance, the second alternative appeared more preferable tohim, inasmuch as he wished to have further opportunity for observingthe development of United Nations before undertaking discussionsabout the modification of the treaty, a reply which, with the Secretaryof State's friendly references to Turkey in a speech in the House ofCommons on 21 February, fully satisfied the Turkish Government.2
By the publication in the press of articles on Armenian and Georgianclaims to Turkey’s eastern provinces, and by a constant barrage ofhostile propaganda over the wireless, the Soviet claims were keptcontinually before the eyes of the Turkish Government and people. Thiscampaign drew indignant rejoinders from the Turkish newspapers, withthe result that a sustained press war developed between the twocountries which in itself made difficult any improvement in their officialrelations. Anti-communist demonstrations organised by students alsotook place in Ankara, Iskenderun and other cities. These Turkishcounter-attacks drew a protest from the Soviet Embassy in January andthe Turkish Government found it appropriate to invite the veteranjournalist Hüseyin Cahid Yalçın, who had been an outspoken supporterof the Allied cause throughout the war and had now become the mostbitter critic of the Soviet Union, to undertake a brief tour abroad in the
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3 FO371/67305B, “Review of Events in Turkey-1946”, by Sir Kelly, 4 February 1947.
4 FO371/67305B, Review of Events in Turkey-1946, by Sir Kelly, 4 February 1947.Kamuran Gürün, Türk-Sovyet İlişkileri (Ankara: TTK Yayınları, 1991), p. 276-316.
5 FO371/67305B, Review of Events in Turkey-1946, by Sir Kelly, 4 February 1947.

hope that in his absence the press war might die down and furtherprovocation be avoided. These hopes, however, proved in vain.3
Armenian irredentism was another of the weapons in Moscow’sarmoury of propaganda against Turkey. During the winter of 1946, theSoviet Consul-General in Istanbul had opened registration lists forArmenians wishing to return to Soviet Armenia. This created someexcitement at the time, but no obstacles were placed in the way ofwould-be emigrants and the general feeling was that, although theSoviet action was, given the circumstances, rather provocative, Turkeywould be better off without those elements in its Armenian minoritywho had sympathies with communism. The Soviet Consul-Generalclaimed that as many as 8,000 Armenians had been registered, whileTurkish sources put the number at no more than 1,400. Whatever thereal figure, no steps were taken to include the would-be emigrantsfrom Turkey in the convoys leaving from Greece, the Levant States andelsewhere. Later in the summer, considerable resentment was causedby the news that the French Communist Party had organised a meetingdemanding the cession of the three eastern provinces to Soviet Armeniaand the creation of an independent Kurdistan.4
The Soviet occupation of Iranian Azerbaijan intensified the Turks’feeling of encirclement and the fear that a rising tide of aggression wasnow flowing strongly alike round its eastern and western frontiers. Theproceedings of the Security Council in New York were followed withclose but sceptical interest and, as the year drew on, the conviction thatSoviet ambitions were of a nature too fundamental and obdurate to bechecked by peaceful persuasion gradually gained ground and foundopen expression in the Turkish press.5
Evidence began to come to light in the early summer that directSoviet influence in Turkish internal affairs which had suffered a setbackin the previous autumn was again becoming active. Two newperiodicals, “Gün” and “Gerçek”, the contents of which followed theusual Communist directives, appeared and to some extent made good
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6 FO371/67305B, Review of Events in Turkey-1946, by Sir Kelly, 4 February 1947. Oran,Op. Cit., p. 499-520.

the disappearance of “Tan” and “La Turquie”, which had beensuppressed in the previous autumn. There were, furthermore,indications that serious attempts were being made to infiltrate crypto-communist elements into the ranks of the Democratic Party, with aview either to splitting the Party or to controlling its leadership. Indeed,after the elections were over, it was discovered that the funds expendedby Soviet sources on behalf of the Democrats in eastern Turkey hadexceeded the propaganda expenses of the Republican Party, althoughthere was no evidence to suggest that any collusion existed betweenthe Soviet agents and the Democratic leaders or indeed that the latterwere even aware of the insidious support which they were receiving.6
The real purpose of the Soviet campaign was gradually becomingclear. Although the Soviet Ambassador in Ankara had adopted thestrange attitude that he could not, in view of the bad relations betweenthe two countries, pay an official visit to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,he had in the winter intimated to Sumer, the Acting Minister for ForeignAffairs, that the Soviet Government would be prepared to droptemporarily the question of territorial claims in order to achieve asettlement of the Straits question. In June, Vinogradov went furtherand in conversation with the Prime Minister, Saraçoğlu, declared thata solution of the present deadlock was to be found in the rectificationof the frontiers and the cession of a base to Russia in time of war. When,however, these claims were dismissed out of hand by Saraçoğlu,Vinogradov shifted his ground and Said that if Turkey would but admitthat the Straits were of greater importance to the Soviet Union than toany other country, and would agree to negotiate with Russia on thatbasis, there would be no more talk of the three provinces or of a militarybase. The Prime Minister replied that the Soviet demands must becompletely withdrawn before any answer could be given to such aproposal. Suggestions similar to those put forward by Vinogradov werealso made to the Turks about the same time by the YugoslavAmbassador and the Polish Chargé d’Affaires, and indeed, the wholecorps of Soviet satellite Representatives appeared to have receivedinstructions at this time to take soundings of the Turkish Government.
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7 FO371/67305B, Review of Events in Turkey-1946, by Sir Kelly, 4 February 1947. GaliaGolan, Soviet Policies in the Middle East (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,1990), p. 29-43.
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The same technique had already been employed in the case of theBulgarian Minister who, in the winter, had suggested that Turkishsecurity was to be found in association with other Black Sea powers andadded that one of the principal obstacles to a Turco-Sovietrapprochement was the continuance in office of the Prime Minister,Saraçoğlu, an indiscretion which earned him an immediate rebuke.More surprising was a similar sounding by the Swedish Minister, who,however, repented and begged that his impertinence should beforgotten.7
These conversations and the general tone of Soviet propagandatended to confirm the view expressed privately by the TurkishAmbassador to Moscow (who was in Istanbul during the summer) thatthe real object of the Soviet offensive was to frighten the TurkishGovernment which would emerge from the elections with excessivedemands which could later be dropped in exchange for a closeunderstanding. This, of course, would include the severance of theBritish alliance. In fact, Mr Sarper never returned to Moscow after thisvisit to Istanbul but was shortly afterwards appointed Minister to Rome.He was replaced in Moscow by Faik Zihni Akdur, the then TurkishMinister to Sofia, who left for his new post in November.8
During the summer interest in the Straits question quickened for,under the terms of the Montreux Convention, the Convention wouldautomatically continue in force for a further period of five years unlessa demand for a revision of these terms was made by any of the signatorypowers before 9 August. The question was therefore whether theSoviet Union would decide to demand such modification before thespecified date; and on 8 August the Soviet Chargé d’Affaires in Ankarahanded in a note demanding modification of the Convention. Afterciting violations of the Convention alleged to have been permitted byTurkey during the war, the note proposed five changes:
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9 FO371/67305B, Review of Events in Turkey-1946, by Sir Kelly, 4 February 1947. GeorgeLenczowski, The Middle East in the World Affairs, 4th edition, (Ithaca: Cornell UniversityPress, 1980), p. 134-136.

1. the Straits to remain always open to merchant shipping of allcountries and
2. to the passage of warships of the Black Sea Powers,
3. the passage of warships of other Powers to be forbidden exceptin cases specially provided for,
4. the Straits regime to be within the competence of Turkey andthe other Black Sea Powers,
5. Turkey and the Soviet Union as the Powers most interestedshould by their common means ensure the defence of the Straits andprevent their utilisation by other states for purposes hostile to the BlackSea Powers.9
Under Article 29 of the Convention this demand for revision shouldhave been supported by one or two of the signatory Powers (accordingto the nature of the modification) and notified to all contracting parties;the neglect of this procedure was not however used as an objection tothe Soviet proposals.
The first three proposals had been suggested to the TurkishGovernment by the United States Government in November 1945, andthe controversy centred essentially round the fourth and fifth demands.The Turkish Prime Minister referred to the Soviet note in a declarationof policy on 14 August in which he said that Turkey was bound byinternational convention and would defend its sovereign rights but wasprepared to negotiate a revision of the Montreux Convention with herAllies and other interested states. He modified his draft in accordancewith suggestions by the British Government. The Soviet authoritiessimultaneously intensified their nerve warfare first by claiming to havediscovered in the German archives reports from the former GermanAmbassador in Ankara about Saraçoğlu having suggested thedismemberment of Russia; and secondly, by announcing that the BritishMilitary Authorities had a base at Çanakkale and Radar stations inThrace and the Black Sea area operated by British personnel, that they
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10 FO371/67305B, Review of Events in Turkey-1946, by Sir Kelly, 4 February 1947. Golan,Op. Cit., p. 29-43.
11 FO371/67305B, Review of Events in Turkey-1946, by Sir Kelly, 4 February 1947.
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controlled the aerodrome at Yeşilköy and had 5,000 advisers andinstructors in Turkey. The Anatolian News Agency denied the firstreport and the Foreign Office denied the latter which has neverthelessfrequently been repeated in Soviet propaganda.10
The Soviet note, copies of which had been delivered by the SovietEmbassies to the British and the U.S. Governments also, was discussedby the two Secretaries of State in Paris, and the British and AmericanAmbassadors in Ankara gave the Turkish Government substantiallysimilar advice as to their reply. Both Governments expressed to theTurks their own willingness to take part in a conference and advised theTurkish Government to express their readiness to do the same whilemaking clear that this offer did not imply agreement with any specificSoviet proposals.11
The British Government, by acknowledging the Sovietcommunication, pointed out that the agreement at Potsdam allowedfor direct conversations between each of the three Governments andthe Turkish Government but had not, as the Soviet note stated,provided for negotiations. It was pointed out that the Soviet proposalsdid not mention the United Nations with whose purposes and principlesany modification of the Montreux Convention must be consistent.Finally, the British Government pointed out that it had long beeninternationally recognised that the Straits regime concerned otherstates besides the Black Sea Powers and Turkey and further expressedthe view that Turkey as the territorial power concerned should continueto be responsible for the defence and control of the Straits. TheAmerican reply also insisted on the concern of other than Black Seapowers with the Straits and on the necessity of relating the Straitsregime to the United Nations and said that any aggression against theStraits would clearly be a matter for action by the Security Council, BothGovernments stated their willingness to participate in any eventualconference.12
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13 FO371/67305B, Review of Events in Turkey-1946, by Sir Kelly, 4 February 1947.Kuniholm, Op. Cit., p. 359-382.

The Turkish reply, handed to the Soviet Chargé d'Affaires in Ankaraon 22 August, contained 20 pages. The first half refuted in detail theRussian allegations of wartime violations of the Convention,maintaining that in so far as technical violations had taken place, theseproved the necessity of bringing the Annex to the Convention up todate; they did not believe that the Convention itself needed to berevised or that Turkish control had been inadequate. The replynevertheless accepted the first three Soviet proposals as a basis fordiscussion but rejected the fourth and fifth proposals. The fourthproposal ignored the fact that the Convention was in force until at least1956 and ignored the interests of the other signatory powers. The fifthproposal was incompatible with Turkey’s inalienable rights ofsovereignty and with its security. The surest guarantee for the SovietUnion lay in the restoration of friendly relations with Turkey and inrecourse to the United Nations. The texts of the American and Turkishreplies were published; that of the British Government’s reply was notpublished until November 1946, though of course communicated tothe Turkish Government, but Turkish opinion was much reassured bythe Secretary of State's statement of the British case in the House ofCommons on 23 October 1946.13
Nerve-warfare continued in the shape of rumours, one of which,traced to the Soviet Consulate General in Istanbul, was that the Russianwould attack Istanbul on September 13th or 18th and that there werelarge concentrations of armoured troops on the Bulgarian frontier. TheTurkish Government took special precautions, a boom was laid in theBosphorus and the frontier garrisons were in a state of alert for nearlythree weeks. On 25 September the Soviet Charge d’Affaires in Ankarahanded in a second note of considerable length. Although much of itconsisted of arguments against the Turkish Government's defence oftheir control of the Straits during the war, the note was rather moreconciliatory in tone and noted with satisfaction the TurkishGovernment's acceptance of the first three proposals as a basis fordiscussion. The note contended that as the Black Sea was an inland sea,the Straits were different from other waterways, and the special
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14 FO371/67305B, Review of Events in Turkey-1946, by Sir Kelly, 4 February 1947. Oran,Op. Cit., p. 499-520.
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position of Black Sea Powers had been recognised by treaties betweenTurkey and the Soviet Union in 1921 and with the Transcaucasian andUkrainian Republics in 1922. It complained that the Turks had rejectedthe fifth proposal without knowing the concrete suggestions of theSoviet Government. Obviously alluding to the allegations referred tothe British military establishments in Turkey, the note said that if Turkeytook military measures in the Straits in conjunction with Non-Black SeaPowers, such action would be inconsistent with the security of the BlackSea Powers. The note concluded that the Soviet proposals were inaccord with the United Nations and that a conference should bepreceded by direct conversations between the Turkish Governmentand the Potsdam Powers.14
The Turkish Prime Minister's first idea in reaction to the second notewas to reply briefly that there was no purpose in continuing theconversation as the Soviet point of view had been noted and fullydiscussed the British Ambassador recommended that a categoricalrefusal to discuss specific proposals in any circumstances, or too curt areply, should be avoided and suggested a general line which the TurkishGovernment adopted. Both the British and the United StatesGovernments restated their own views to the Soviet Government; theAmerican note adding that Turkey should continue to be primarilyresponsible for the defence of the Straits and that in the event of anattack or threat of an attack action should be taken by the SecurityCouncil.15
The Turkish reply which was given on 18 October stated (inaccordance with the suggestions made by the British Government) thatthe recent exchanges of notes between the two Governments hadclarified the respective points of view in accordance with the PotsdamAgreement and that the signatory state desiring modification of theConvention should now take the initiative foreseen by the Conventionfor summoning a conference, including the United States of America,for a revision. In addition, the Turkish note repudiated in details boththe Soviet charges of wartime violations of the Convention and the
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thesis that the Straits were the exclusive concern of the Black SeaPowers. It repeated that joint defence of the Straits would mean thederogation of Turkish sovereignty but that the Turkish Governmentwould defend the Straits in the future as in the past and declared thatthe Soviet note’s allusion to military measures in concert with non-Black Sea Powers was totally unfounded. The claim that the Sovietproposals were compatible with the United Nations could not bereconciled with a proposal which ignored the existence of the UnitedNations and implied the violation of a neighbour’s sovereignty.16
The Soviet Military Attaché informed the Turkish Director of MilitaryIntelligence that the fifth Soviet proposal was really only a suggestionthat the Turkish Government should undertake to reinforce theirdefences at any given point indicated by the Soviet Government; hewas told that this proposal was unacceptable.17
On 26 October 1946, the British Ambassador in Moscow wasinformed in a note from the Soviet Government that the latter did notshare the opinion of the British Government that direct conversationsbetween the three Governments represented at Potsdam and theTurkish Government were completed, and that therefore theyconsidered a conference would be premature. On 28 November theBritish Ambassador in Moscow informed the Soviet Government in abrief written reply that while taking note of their views, the BritishGovernment adhered to their opinion that there was no longer anypurpose in continuing direct correspondence between each of thethree Governments and the Turkish Government and that any furtherdiscussion should take place at an international conference. The Turkishand American notes had remained without reply, but President İnönütook the opportunity of the reopening of Parliament on 1 Novemberstated that Turkey agreed that the Montreux Convention neededadaptation to modern conditions and would welcome modificationsconsistent with the legitimate interests of the parties and its territorialintegrity and sovereign rights.18



Behçet Kemal Yeşilbursa 878

Op. Cit., p. 29-43.
19 FO371/67305B, Review of Events in Turkey-1946, by Sir David Kelly, 4 February 1947.

The interest shown by the United States in the Straits questiongreatly encouraged both the Turkish Government and public opinion. Ithad already become customary in general policy statements by thePresident and Prime Minister to lay special stress on their desire forfriendship with the United States immediately after the reference tothe Alliance with Great Britain. As the Straits controversy developed,the fact was much noticed and complained of that in addition to theinterest shown officially by the United States Government, theAmerican Press gave much greater prominence to the subject and tothe texts of the respective notes than did the Press in the UnitedKingdom. The visits of the United States warships Missouri to Istanbulin April and Randolph, Fargo, Perry and Donner to Smyrna in November,were greeted with the greatest enthusiasm, and the Americanstatements on the latter occasion that the call was quite informal andwithout special significance were ignored and the maximum of publicwelcome and hospitality was offered. The growing American interest inTurkey, primarily of course a reflex of the post-war post disillusionmentabout Soviet aims and activities generally was stimulated by thefavourable impression formed by visiting American journalists, notablyMr Knickerbocker and Mr Sedgwick. These devoted themselves tocreating in the minds of their numerous readers a picture of Turkey asthe only neighbouring state that was standing up to Russia and as onewhich was setting an example in modernisation and real democraticexperiment to all the countries of the Near and Middle East and South-eastern Europe. They owed this impression largely to the facilities formeeting Turks, arranged for them by the British Embassy, and the samefavourable impression was formed by a number of visiting Britishjournalists, including Phillips Price, and Kimche, as well as Buckley,Gallacher and Howe, so that Turkey seemed to have had a remarkablybetter press on both sides of the Atlantic during the year under reviewthan might easily have been the case. This was particularly so in theUnited States where, as the U.S. Ambassador informed the BritishAmbassador, the typical association of ideas had been “Turkey-Armenia-atrocities”.19
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The U.S. Ambassador, Edwin Wilson, received the BritishAmbassador privately on the day after the latter’s arrival and invitedhim to lunch before he had presented his credentials; and from the veryfirst expressed his great interest in increasing by every possible meansall kinds of support of the United States for Turkey as the indispensablerampart against Soviet expansion over the whole Near and Middle East.Byrnes showed his sympathy with this point of view in conversationswith the leading members of the British Delegation in Paris, not merelyon the specific issues of the Straits, but also in regard to the possibilityof assisting the Turks in modernizing their defences.
In March 1947, the Truman declaration had a profoundpsychological effect in allaying the anxieties caused by the Soviet claimson the Straits and the eastern territories, by the Soviet machination inAzerbaijan, by the tightening hold on the Balkan satellites and the openwound in Greece with its threat of a Russian incursion into the Aegean.The fears which were expressed vociferously by Moscow radio, that theUnited States Aid agreement, which was signed in Ankara on 12 July,would transform Turkey into an American satellite. However, thepsychological effect of the American Aid programme and later of theMarshall offer20, and the re-assurances of British fidelity to the alliancehad restored Turkish morale regarding direct aggression by the SovietUnion.21
In 1948, Turkish interest in foreign affairs was based on fear ofRussia. Therefore, all international events were instinctively judged inrelation to the fear of Russian aggression. It was thereforeunderstandable that the Turks continued, as in the previous year, toseek constantly for positive reassurances that they could rely on theAnglo-Turkish alliance of 1939. They informed both the British and theUnited States governments that they regarded the proposed Atlantic
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Pact as calculated to increase the danger of aggression against Turkeyunless it were linked up with a Mediterranean Pact including Turkey.22
However, the feeling of isolation and imminent danger lay in theroots of Turkish foreign policy in 1949. There had been no change inTurkey’s relations with the Soviet Union. But nobody had attempted toconceal the real state of hostility between the two countries, and theTurkish press, including the semi-official Ulus, responded vigorously topropaganda from Moscow. It was only natural therefore that Turkeytried throughout the year to obtain some more solid assurances ofWestern support against possible Russian aggression. It made clear itsdesire to be included in the Atlantic Pact, or at least to be associatedwith it by some form of Mediterranean pact. Exclusion from the NATOwas therefore a severe blow, in spite of the assurances on Turkey’sposition which accompanied the signature of the pact. Turkishstatesmen tried to pretend to their own people that the Anglo-Franco-Turkish Alliance (which the French had recently affirmed was stillbinding on them) and the Truman doctrine gave all the guaranteesneeded and that membership of the pact would merely have entailedinconvenient commitments. However, they adopted a different line inspeaking to the representatives of the Western Powers. Theirdisappointment over the Atlantic Pact caused the Turks to welcomewith all the more enthusiasm their admission the Council of Europe,even though they were somewhat aggrieved by the fact that they hadnot been invited to be a founder member. The Turkish Minister ofForeign Affairs pointed out that Turkey had at last been accepted as aEuropean State and that the crown achievement had thus been madeon Atatürk’s policy of westernisation.23
In 1950, Turkey’s relations with the Soviet Union remainedunchanged, and though an article in Red Fleed in April, insisting onceagain on the need for revision of the Straits Convention, caused someanxiety, there was no renewal of direct Russian pressure.24
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In 1951, the impending entry of Turkey into the NATO and its supportfor the Middle East Command proposals produced a renewal of Sovietpressure, which had not been directly exerted against Turkey since1946. In November the Turkish Government were informed that theSoviet Union regarded the adherence of Turkey to the NATO and theconstruction of bases on Turkish soil with American assistance asevidence of the design of the imperialist powers to make use of Turkeyfor aggressive purposes against the Soviet Union. This note wasfollowed on 24 November by one denouncing the proposed MiddleEast Command as aggressive in intention and stating that Turkey,together with the other founder members of the Command, wouldbear the responsibility for the situation which might arise from itsestablishment. The Turkish Government, fortified by their increasedfeeling of security, met these attacks with great firmness andconfidence. Their reply to the first Russian note placed the responsibilityfor the world situation at that time on the Soviet Governmentthemselves and affirmed that the military measures which Turkey wastaking were designed entirely for self-defence. In their reply about theMiddle East Command the Turkish Government were anxious to gofurther and to counter-attack by exposing Soviet machinations in Arabcountries. However, although they did not believe that the tone of theirreply would affect Soviet policy, the Turkish Government did not wishto appear provocative by diverging too far from the attitude of theother three governments (the British, the United States and the Frenchgovernments). The reply eventually sent was therefore expressed inmore moderate terms, and on 10 December, the Foreign Minister FuadKöprülü stated that Turkey did not intend to cede to other nations’bases on Turkish territory and that only in the event of aggressionwould such bases be used in collaboration with Turkey’s allies.25
In 1952, Turkey’s inclusion in the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation,her sponsorship of the Middle East Defence Organisation, and herefforts to promote Balkan defence did not escape the notice of itscommunist neighbours. Early in the year both Soviet Russia and Bulgaria
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protested against her subservience to the aggressive designs of Anglo-American imperialism; and during the following months Soviet policytowards Turkey was marked by sporadic outbursts of abusivepropaganda.26
The Period of 1953-1960
In 1953, Turkey came in for its share of the Soviet “peace offensive”following the death of Stalin. On 31 May, the Soviet Government senta note informing the Turkish Government that it had no territorialclaims on Turkey as it now considered it possible “to ensure the securityof the Soviet Union in the area of the Straits on conditions acceptablealike to the Soviet Union and to Turkey”. In July, the TurkishGovernment sent an inoffensive reply, expressing satisfaction at therenunciation of territorial claims and reminding the Soviet Governmentthat the Straits question was regulated by the Montreux Convention.This was immediately followed by a second Soviet note protestingagainst the then impending British and United States naval visits toİstanbul. The Turks retorted that these visits were permitted under theMontreux Convention and that they were, therefore, none of Russia’sbusiness. A further Soviet note on the same subject was leftunanswered. The Turkish Government was in no way impressed bythese Russian manoeuvres. It was convinced that there had been nochange of heart at Moscow; its only concern was that the apparentlymore conciliatory Soviet line might, by confusing Western opinion,undermine the resolution of the Western powers to build up theirdefences and open the way to negotiations which might involveconcessions to Russia. Turkey remained firmly convinced that it was tothe growth of the strength of the West that has been due anymodifications which there may have been in Soviet tactics, and that themoral to be drawn was that the Western powers should steadfastlypursue their policy of further strengthening their unity and power.27
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In 1954, the Russian threat remained the main preoccupation of theTurks in the field of foreign policy. They were convinced that anychanges that there may have been in Russian methods (for example, inthe more friendly tone which the Moscow radio adopted in 1954 onTurkey’s National Day) were the result of the progressive strengtheningof the western Powers and reflect no change in the basic Sovietobjectives. They therefore considered it essential that there should beno relaxing of the free world’s efforts to increase its strength and unity;and they accordingly continued to play their full part in the affairs ofthe North Atlantic Treaty Organisation.28
In 1955, Turkey’s traditional mistrust of Russia remained unchanged,and though on several occasion the Russians, through one channel oranother, indicated their desire for closer cultural, economic or politicalrelations with Turkey, the Turks maintained their attitude thatimprovement of relations between Russia and Turkey could comeabout only through an improvement of relations between Russia andthe West as a whole.29
In 1956, friendly approaches to Turkey from Russia continuedthrough most of the year and included hints of large-scale economicassistance. Turkey maintained her attitude of cold reserve and becameincreasingly perturbed as the year advanced over growing Russianpenetration of the Middle East area, especially in Egypt and Syria. ToTurkey’s relief the year passed without any of the signatories of theMontreux (Straits) Convention availing itself of the option under article29 of asking for an amendment of any of its provisions.30
In 1957, towards Russia Turkey maintained its attitude of coolreserve. Repeated assurances from Russia of its readiness to giveeconomic aid to Turkey led to a visit to Moscow by a delegation of the“İşbank” and the conclusion of an agreement under which Russiaundertook to build a glass, and a caustic soda factory in Turkey.
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However, the Russian suggestion for talks on political questionsreceived a reply that the Turkish Government did not consider thatthere were any political questions to be discussed between the twocountries. The Syrian crisis produced a letter from Bulganin toMenderes containing scarcely veiled threats of the consequences of aTurkish move against Syria, to which Menderes returned a firm reply.Later Menderes was among the Heads of Governments of the NATOPowers to receive a further letter from Bulganin on the eve of themeeting of the NATO Heads of Government in Paris in December 1957in which he was warned of the dangers to Turkey of tying herself toAmerica. Menderes continued to dominate the Turkish scene in 1957.He had steered Turkey through some vexing international problems.He had continued Turkish support for NATO and the Baghdad Pact; hedealt coolly and steadily with propaganda campaign mounted againstTurkey (inter alia) by Soviet Russia over Syria, in the early autumn, andhe had kept his end up well in the exchanges of letters between Sovietand Western leaders.31
In both internal and external affairs, 1958 was a year of importancefor Turkey. However, the Turco-Soviet relations were stable.32 In 1959,Turkey’s main points of interest were its policy towards the Arab worldand its attitude towards a détente between East and West. The Russianthreat was a common factor and overshadowed anything else in Turkishminds. Nevertheless, while seeking to protect itself against this bystrengthening the organisation of CENTO and encouraging Iranianresistance to Russian overtures, Turkey showed restraint in its attitudetowards the Arab world. This close identity of views with the West wasnot reflected in the Turkish attitude towards a détente. While anxiousnot to be left out if the West should come to an arrangement with theSoviet Union, the Turks nevertheless found it difficult to overcome theirtraditional suspicions of Russia. In view of their geographical position,it was natural enough that they should take a parochial view of theRussian threat and a rapprochement would be against all their bestinstincts. The Turks, however, were essentially realists and it was
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difficult to believe that they would risk going very far towards hitchingtheir wagon to the Soviet star whatever the incentives.33
As the year went on Turkey came to be faced with a new andexacting test of political skill and steadiness resulting from thebeginnings of détente between the West and Russia. The idea of a thawin the cold war came to be regarded with suspicion by the Turks, partlybecause they believed that they knew best how to deal with theRussians and they did not altogether approve of West’s ways of doingthis, partly because they had in rather characteristic Turkish fashioncommitted themselves root and branch to an extreme anti-Russianposition and feared some loss of face in abandoning it, and partlybecause in a general détente their geographical and ideological positionmight not command so high a reward as it was at that time. Turkishfeelings of concern on these subjects manifested themselves in twoways. One was an increasingly impatient series of remarks to the Britishand the Americans and, as occasion offered, to some of other NATOgovernments, to the effect that the United States, the United Kingdomand France were in danger of setting up a kind of world directorate, inwhich Russia would be invited to join. Secondly, Turkey had beensubjected to the usual Russian inducements of the “stick and carrot”variety, with notes of protest about rocket bases followed rapidly byoffers of economic aid and invitations to the exchange of high-levelvisits. The Turkish government had rebuffed the former with no moredifficulty than on many more serious occasions in the past, but theyhad felt it necessary to make some show of response to the morefriendly aspects of the Russian offensive. They had accepted someindividual items of economic aid, such as the building of a factory; theysent the ageing Minister of Health on a visit to Moscow, which provedsuch a shock to the old gentleman that he had a heart attack on arrival;the Turkish Foreign Minister and the Soviet Ambassador exchangeddinners; the latter said some words of warning to the effect that Turkeyshould not risk missing the co-existence band-wagon; the Turks repliedwith some guarded expressions of satisfaction at the possibility of alowering of tension, but with clear statements that they did not intend
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to consider coming to any separate agreement and so weakening theWestern front.34
It would have been insulting to the rulers of Turkey to go muchfurther than this in the direction of forming a true friendship withRussia, and in the event that the international climate genuinelyimproved they would be faced with painful decisions. It was expectedthat they would make their decisions like statesmen in most othercountries, on the basis of their view of Turkey’s interests. The PrimeMinister Menderes believed that he should remain in power becausehe was best able to manage the revival of Turkey and its growth into amore fully developed power; the belief that a future for Turkey of thekind that he wanted depended largely on fairly rapid economicdevelopment; his belief in the Western alignment of Turkey as providingthe only possible defence from communist Russia and at the same timea just acceptable level of economic aid to make industrial developmentpossible; the belief that Turkey’s future should be Turkish and notmerely an inferior copy of the West. If correct, the continuation ofTurkey’s alignment at that time was not to be taken for granted in allcircumstances but is determined by a number of factors which may notalways remain the same. These factors can be listed as follows: if,because of international détente, defence against Communists Russiano longer appeared to be such a weighty necessity; if, for the samereason, the Western Powers no longer seemed likely to provide it in sosatisfactory a form as at present; if the West appeared too seriously todisregard Turkey’s claim to equality of treatment in consultation aboutsummit meetings or other large-scale international developments; if itbegan to be felt that Turkey’s economic development could no longerbe achieved at a satisfactory rate with the help of the West alone andthat a useful contribution to it could be obtained without too muchdanger from the East; if the growth of Turkishness in certain aspects ofthe Turkish state caused serious lack of harmony between Turkey andthe Western democracies.35
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The year of 1960 began with a high state of tension between theparties and with an election expected either at some time in 1960 orearly in 1961. Many external observers thought that an election waslikely to result in a further Democrat victory. But the governmentseemed to have come to the conclusion sometime early in the year thatthey could not take the risk of going to the country, either because theymight lose or because an election would give rise to disorders whichthe army would be unwilling to suppress for the benefit of the DemocratParty. They were determined not to take the risk of losing because ofMenderes’ almost evangelical belief that he was destined to rebuildTurkey and because latterly he and other leaders of the party came tofeel that some of their activities would not bear scrutiny by anunfriendly administration. At the same time, they became more andmore upset by the criticism and propaganda of the Opposition andwere soon drawn into a vicious circle of repression. In fact, they worriedabout the thought of losing their power and hastened that event by theunwise measures which they took to prevent. Some of them were ofthe opinion that, if the new rules did not provide a satisfactory meansof ensuring victory for their band, then the rules must be changed; andthis was what in effect the government set out to do by using theirmajority vote in the Assembly to set up a parliamentary commission,staffed entirely by members of the Democrat Party, to investigate thepolitical activities of the Opposition.36
The point of no return was probably reached with the grant to thiscommission of practically unlimited powers over the political life of thecountry and the immediate use of these powers to forbid all politicalactivity, and even the reporting in the press of parliamentary debateswith regard to the commission’s activities. It was one of thegovernment’s more extraordinary mis-judgements to believe that theycould impose this kind of political standstill by purely political means,in other words without the use of military force or of the methods ofcoercion which most other dictatorships have found to be necessary. Itseemed in retrospect that they could never properly have analysed the
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power situation in the country. The revolution came about because theArmy finally realized that passive resistance to the government’s ordersto repress demonstrations was not enough to solve the crisis in whichTurkey found itself and that they must instead take positive action tochange the situation.37
There were signs towards the end that even in foreign policy thestrain was becoming apparent. Menderes was heard to mention ratherenviously on more than one occasion now much easier it was for atotalitarian system like Russia to carry out measures of economicdevelopment in a sort time, and his agreement to exchange visits withKhrushchev may be regarded not only as a prudent withdrawal fromTurkey’s previously extreme anti-Russian position, but also as a hope ofdistraction from the internal crisis.38
An Assessment of 1945-1960 Period
The impact of the Revolution on Turkey’s foreign relations wasremarkably small. As already mentioned, the government of Mendereshad decided shortly before their fall to try and break the ice with Russia,but nothing came of this. Almost the first statements of theRevolutionary government were to the effect that they remainedfaithful to their alliances with the West (NATO and CENTO), but thatthere might be nuances of difference in the application of their foreignpolicy. It was understood that these might be found largely in a greatersuppleness in the handling of relations with neighbouring states, i.e.Russia and the Arab world. It was, in fact, been hard to detect anychanges at all. The Russians thought they had an opportunity to improvetheir position and pressed very hard, probably too hard for their owngood, to persuade Turkey to accept large scale economic aid andexchange of top-level visits. Both were refused and Turkey’s policy ofmaintaining its Western connexion unimpaired, but so far as this
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allowed, of normalizing trans-frontier relations with Russia was ablyand firmly stated in a letter from General Gürsel to Khrushchev.39
Introduction: From Cold War to Détente (1960-1991)
Traditionally, Soviet attitude to Turkey was governed by strategicconcepts, as a result of the latter’s possession of the Black Sea Straits,and from its proximity to vital targets in Ukraine and Transcaucasia.Even during the period of friendship between Russia and the NorthAtlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and the Central TreatyOrganisation (CENTO), Moscow was forced to adopt less ambitiousaims and to attempt to bring Turkey back to a more neutral politicalposition, by force or otherwise, and to secure the withdrawal of UnitedStates bases from Turkish territory. The Soviet Union was alsoconcerned about Turkey’s economic links with Europe as a member ofthe Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).After the death of Stalin, the Russians realised that they had to wait.However, during the early 1960s, Turkey continued to respond to Sovietadvances with extreme caution, and the Soviet Union was unwilling toresort to extremes of pressure.40
In 1950s was a most unsuccessful period in Soviet-Turkish relations.The opportunity appears to have come with a change in Turkish policyin the 1960s. While the Soviets had been willing and actively seekingimproved relations, their interest was presumably sharpened by thechanges in Soviet military doctrine in the early 1960s, and as a result,the opening of their Mediterranean naval squadron in 1964, whichbrought a heightened involvement in the Middle East altogether.41
The year of 1960 began with a high state of tension between theparties and with an election expected either at some time in 1960 orearly in 1961. Many outside observers thought that an election waslikely to result in a further Democrat victory. However, the governmentseemed to have come to the conclusion sometime early in the year that
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they could not take the risk of going to the country, either because theymight lose or because an election would give rise to disorders whichthe army would be unwilling to suppress for the benefit of the DemocratParty. They were determined not to take the risk of losing because ofMenderes’ almost evangelical belief that he was destined to rebuildTurkey and because latterly he and other leaders of the party came tofeel that some of their activities would not bear scrutiny by anunfriendly administration. At the same time, they became more andmore rattled by the criticism and propaganda of the Opposition andwere soon drawn into a vicious circle of repression. In fact, they losttheir heads at the thought of losing their power and hastened thatevent by the unwise measures which they took to prevent. Some ofthem, if the new rules did not provide a satisfactory means of ensuringvictory for their band, then the rules must be changed; and this waswhat in effect the government set out to do by using their majority votein the Assembly to set up a parliamentary commission, staffed entirelyby members of the Democrat Party, to investigate the political activitiesof the Opposition.42
The point of no return was probably reached with the grant to thiscommission of practically unlimited powers over the political life of thecountry and the immediate use of these powers to forbid all politicalactivity, and even the reporting in the press of parliamentary debateswith regard to the commission’s activities. It was one of thegovernment’s more extraordinary mis-judgements to believe that theycould impose this kind of political standstill by purely political means,in other words without the use of military force or of the methods ofcoercion which most other dictatorships have found to be necessary. Itseemed in retrospect that the Democrat Party Government could neverproperly have analysed the power situation in the country. Therevolution came about because the Army finally realized that passiveresistance to the government’s orders to repress demonstrations wasnot enough to solve the crisis in which Turkey found itself and that theymust instead take positive action to change the situation.43
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There were signs towards the end of 1950s that even in foreignpolicy the strain was beginning to tell. Menderes was heard to mentionrather enviously on more than one occasion now much easier it was fora totalitarian system like Russia to carry out measures of economicdevelopment in a sort time, and his agreement to exchange visits withKhrushchev may be regarded not only as a prudent withdrawal fromTurkey’s previously extreme anti-Russian position, but also as a hope ofdistraction from the internal crisis.44
The impact of the Revolution on Turkey’s foreign relations has beenremarkably small. As already mentioned, the government of Mendereshad decided shortly before their fall to try and break the ice with Russia,but nothing came of this. Almost the first statements of theRevolutionary government were to the effect that they remainedfaithful to their alliances with the West (NATO and CENTO), but thatthere might be nuances of difference in the application of their foreignpolicy. It was understood that these might be found largely in a greatersuppleness in the handling of relations with neighbouring states, i.e.Russia and the Arab world. It has, in fact, been hard to detect anychanges at all. The Russians thought they had an opportunity to improvetheir position and pressed very hard, probably too hard for their owngood, to persuade Turkey to accept large scale economic aid andexchange of top-level visits. Both were refused and Turkey’s policy ofmaintaining its Western connexion unimpaired, but so far as thisallowed, of normalizing trans-frontier relations with Russia was ablyand firmly stated in a letter from General Gürsel to Khrushchev.45
The crucial change in the Turkish attitude may be attributable tothree developments in 1960s. The first two were the weakening of theCENTO alliance and the US withdrawal of its Jupiter missiles fromTurkey at the beginning of 1963. These were interpreted in Ankara as adowngrading of the US commitments to Turkey. Thus, Ankara felt lesssecure and, therefore, in need of placating the enemy on the border.The third development was the Cyprus issue which erupted into a crisis
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in 1964 and proved to be the catalyst of shifts in Turkey’s relations withboth super powers.46
The Political Détente between Turkey and the Soviet Union, 1960-1965
The Cuban crisis of 1962 directly affected Soviet-Turkish relations,because at one point the Russians, in an attempt to extract themselvesfrom the crisis, proposed the withdrawal of American Jupiter missilesfrom Turkey in return for their own retreat from Cuba. The US refusedto bargain, despite the fact that they had already tried to obtain Turkishagreement to such a withdrawal and that the missiles had actually beenremoved early in 1963 since the bases were no longer crucial toAmerican policy after the introduction of Polaris submarines. In theirdesire to secure at least the denuclearisation, if not the total withdrawalof US bases in Turkey, the Russians had already repeatedly warned thatthe United States (US) presence could involve Turkey in a nuclear warin which its national interests were not necessarily at stake. The Cubancrisis reinforced this, and Turkish “public opinion” and the Press, whichhad already printed articles approved of by the Soviet Union, began tocriticise Turkey’s dependent relationship with the United States. Indoing so, they were taking on the opposite stance to the Government,which wished to keep the missiles in an attempt to ensure that theAmericans would defend Turkey. It feared that NATO’s “flexibleresponse” formula might involve the strategic surrender of Turkishterritory. Both because of this, and for fear that the US had actuallymade a deal with the Russians, the eventual withdrawal of the Jupitermissiles was met with apprehensions.47
The Soviet Government, which had previously been rejected whenit attempted to arrange a visit by the Turkish Prime Minister in 1960,later reduced its ambitiousness and invited a Turkish Parliamentarydelegation to visit Russia in January 1963. Turkey responded slowly tofriendly advances made by the Soviet Ambassador, and it accepted thenew invitation feeling that a visit by a Parliamentary delegation was “a
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relatively harmless step”. However, the arrival of the delegation on 29May 1963 in fact represented the beginning of a new phase in Turco-Soviet relations, as Ankara realised that it had been late in comparisonto other Western Governments in relaxing its attitude towards theSoviet Union. In their discussions, Suat Hayri Ürgüplü, the leader of thedelegation, emphasised the possible role of trade as the basis ofpeaceful co-operation, while Khrushchev went further to assure himthat the Soviet Government would help Turkey economically, addingthat Turkey’s membership of the Western Alliance did not conflict withthe establishment of normal relations. Aware that the Russians mighthope to undermine Turkey’s loyalty to the West by means of economicaid, however, the Turkish delegation met this offer with a noncommittalresponse.48
However, in spite of the atmosphere of goodwill, on 9 July 1963 theSoviet Union did not prevent itself from accusing Turkey of conspiringwith Iraq and Iran against the Kurds. The former regarded the Kurdishwar as a possible threat to its southern borders and took theopportunity to berate CENTO as an aggressive organisation. Turkeydenied any intention of being involved in any kind of intervention inNorthern Iraq. This expression disapproval gave way in November 1963to a call for the restoration of friendly relations “on the principlesestablished by Lenin and Ataturk”. Significantly, the occasion was the25th anniversary of the death of Ataturk, and the emphasis of Leninand Ataturk’s friendship was aimed at encouraging the Turks to returnto “Kemalist neutrality” in their foreign policy. Moreover, it served toremind the Turks that the two countries had once been friends, andthat it was thus reasonable for them to be friends once more.49
A development along these lines was hindered at this time by theSoviet attitude on Cyprus. Specifically, the Russians supported theCyprus Government of Archbishop Makarios, who advocatedindependence for the island. They were naturally opposed to Enosis,which aimed to draw Cyprus into NATO and thus be the death of AKEL,
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the successful Communist Party of Cyprus. Because of the island'sstrategic geographical position, the Turks were also opposed to Enosis.However, it was their commitment to the Turkish Cypriot minority andthe Soviet’s support for the Greek Cypriots that brought the twocountries into conflict once more. On 19 March 1964, Pravda warnedthat relations could be damaged by Turkish anti-Sovietism arising outof the Cyprus situation. There had already been concrete evidence ofthis in the postponements in February of a visit to Turkey by a SovietParliamentary delegation and, earlier in March, of a visit to the SovietUnion by Feridun Cemal Erkin, the Turkish Foreign Minister. Thesituation on the island worsened throughout the year, and in August,the Russians threatened military intervention after a Turkish air strikeagainst Greek Cypriot positions. This threat was followed by thesignature of an agreement for the provision of Soviet military aid to theCyprus Government.50
In 1963, Cypriot President Makarios suspended the Constitution,which protected the legal rights of the Turkish community, in a periodof civil strife on the Island. Turkey threatened to intervene on behalf ofthe Turkish Cypriots. Moscow supported Makarios’s move and opposedTurkey’s intervention. In the summer of 1964, Khrushchev warnedTurkey against any foreign intervention on the island, declaring thatsuch intervention would be met with a Soviet response. In themeantime, however, the US had warned Turkey against intervention,suggesting that Ankara could not expect NATO assistance shouldTurkish moves on Cyprus provoke a Soviet response.51
While Soviet Policy on Cyprus, viewed by the Turkish Governmentas part of Soviet penetration of the Eastern Mediterranean, hamperedthe establishment of closer ties with Turkey desired by the Russians,Anglo-American moves to restrain Turkey from unilateral interventionin Cyprus caused increasing resentment among the Turks. Thisindignation was worsened by President Johnson’s letter of June 1964,in which he informed the Turks that they could not rely on US supportshould they provoke Soviet military intervention. This letter
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represented an important point in the growth of Turkish anti-Americanism, and persuaded Ankara of the need to gather support inother places. On 22 June I964, Ulus suggested that Turkey shouldwithdraw a large part of its forces from NATO and sign a non-aggressionpact with the Soviets. Moscow took note of this, and by the time Erkintook up a renewed invitation to visit the Soviet Union in November1964, the Russians had devised a solution aimed at placating andwinning over the Turks, while at the same time not offendingArchbishop Makarios and the Greek Cypriots.52 The Soviet Union wasnot directly involved in the 1964 Cyprus crisis, nor was its positionconsistent throughout. Rather, it was a case of exploiting a conflict inorder to further Moscow’s own interests.
Prior to this visit, on 31 August it was announced that the twocountries had agreed to cooperate in the building of a dam on theArpaçay River for irrigation and the generation of hydro-electric power.This was the first joint economic project undertaken by the twocountries since the Turkish coup of May 1960. The Turks had not takenup a Soviet offer, made in April 1964, of financial and material aid fortheir Five-Year Plan. Although they had accepted $7.5 million worth ofSoviet industrial credits in the fifties, they still wished to avoid a large-scale influx of Communist personnel.53
1964 saw the removal of Khrushchev, the architect of the Soviet“friendship offensive” towards Turkey. Consequently, the SovietAmbassador in Ankara called on the Turkish President to assure him ofthe continuity of Soviet policy and good will, and repeated the invitationfor Erkin to visit Russia, which this time was accepted. According to thespeculations of the press reports of that time, he apparentlyemphasised the possibilities of closer economic relations, with one ofthe main reasons for his visit being Turkey’s need for the substantial aidwhich the West had not fulfilled. Turkey was also interested in findingnew support for their Cyprus policies and possibly in influencing the US
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in theirs. The joint communique issued at the end of the visit (30October-6 November 1964) announced an agreement in principle onincreased trade, the signature of a cultural agreement and Sovietacceptance of the separate existence and legal rights of the two Cypriotcountries. Turkey was satisfied by final point in particular as anexpression of support for the Turkish policy on Cyprus. However, it didnot mean an end to continued Russian support for the Greek Cypriots.Although it was not expected for the Russians to aggravate the Cyprusproblem, this did ensure that the island was not used as NATO base,and that it continued to be a source of friction between NATO members,especially Turkey and Greece, which the Russians believed would be asource of embarrassment for NATO.54
Erkin’s visit to Moscow was a clear indication of the change takingplace in Turkey’s attitude, presumably in response to what Ankaraperceived as American desertion over the Cyprus issue. Ankara thusrewarded by a Soviet step closer to the Turkish position on Cyprus, inthe form of the communiqué issued at the end of the Erkin’s visitcontaining a reference to “the legal rights of the two nationalcommunities” on the island. This position was repeated by PresidentPodgorny during his visit to Turkey in January 1965 and by Gromykoduring his visit to Turkey in May 1965. It is possible to explain the changein the Soviet position as a result of the change of Soviet leadership, withthe replacement of Khrushchev by Kosygin and Brezhnev in October1964.55
Any Russian plans to coax Turkey back in its direction weredisappointed, since the latter had no intention of severing their politicaland economic ties with the West. In October 1964, the Turkish ForeignOffice declared that there was no economic advantage in taking aneutralist stance. It was more manoeuvrability in its foreign policy thatAnkara wanted. In Erkin’s words at his address to the Turkish Senate onNovember 12, Ankara wished to “obtain maximum support in itsnational causes”. This statement had also said that Turkey saw its futureas part of a unified Europe. As a result on 1 December 1964, an
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57 FCO51/244/RR6/12, Turco-Soviet Relations 1962-1971. FCO51/296/RR6/4, Turco-Soviet Relations 1962-1972. FO371/180150, Annual Political Report for Turkey for1964. Ürgüplü agreed to the opening of significant economic relations. Progress thenbegan in Turco-Soviet relations. After long negotiations these finally materialized in theform of a 200 million dollars Soviet credit, with quite favourable conditions, for anumber of mainly industrial projects to be undertaken with Soviet assistance in Turkey.It was virtually doubled in 1972 when the Soviets accorded an additional 280 million

agreement signed on 12 September 1963 providing for Turkishassociate membership of the European Economic Community (EEC)came into force. Turkey regarded this organisation as the core of afuture federated Europe, of which it would very much wish to be partof, having been orientated towards Europe for two centuries. TheUnion of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) naturally attacked Turkishmembership of the Common Market as part of her overall policy ofdetaching Turkey from its Western alignment.56
During 1964, a visit to Turkey by a delegation of the Supreme Sovietwas postponed twice because of the Cyprus situation, once in Februaryand once in July. Erkin’s visit to Moscow served to remove this obstacle,and under the leadership of Nikolai Podgorny, a member of thePolitburo and a potential successor to Khrushchev, the delegate wereguests of the Turkish Government from 4 to 13 January 1965. Accordingto Pravda on January 4, the Turkish press had become friendlier towardsthe Soviet, giving extensive and overall favourable coverage of this firstSoviet visit to Turkey. Criticism of the détente came from the oppositionparties, and the Justice Party in particular voiced the traditional Turkishfear of Russian expansionism. Since it was Cyprus that now justified therapprochement for the Turkish public, Podgorny reiterated the “twocommunities” formula. Moreover, in January 1965, Turkey withdrewsupport from NATO’s proposed Multilateral Force (MLF), which it hadoriginally endorsed. The West interpreted this as a response to Sovietaccommodation over Cyprus. In the British Ambassador's opinion, theTurkish denial that their change in stance was for better relations withthe Soviet Union rather than financial reasons was “to be considered inthe light of the fact that the Turks only had one per cent of the costs ofthe MLF to bear.”57
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In April 1965, Soviet claims to the districts of Kars and Ardahan,renounced twelve years earlier by Molotov in May 1953, were rekindledby the demonstrations in the Armenian SSR on the 50th anniversary ofthe Ottoman Empire’s exile of Armenians during the First World War.As the Ambassador stated, although the Soviet Government had deniedsupport for the Armenian homeland provided for under the Treaty ofSévres (1920), the significant immigration of Middle Eastern Armeniansinto the Armenian SSR led to the Turks accusing the Russians of building“a new Israel”. However, the Soviet Government did not want relationswith Turkey to be impeded, and the Soviet Press did not give muchcoverage to the anniversary. In February and March 1966 Moscowrelieved Zarobyan, the First party Secretary in the Armenian SSR, andother senior officials of their posts. The Soviet Government found theimplications of Armenian nationalism a matter of concern, but in thewords of the Ambassador, “it [was] interesting that its actions in theArmenian SSR occurred at the time of the 45th anniversary of thesignature of the Treaty of Friendship with Turkey. Moscow would notwish to be thought to be exploiting Armenian irredentism against theTurks, especially when they had a new and more conservativegovernment.”58
In February 1965, the third coalition Government of Ismet Inönü,who had initiated the change in Turkish foreign policy, collapsed. SuatHayri Ürgüplü, who had led the Turkish Parliamentary delegation of1963, took his place at the head of the new coalition. However, nochange was observed in Ankara’s policy towards the Soviet Union, andfrom 17 to 22 May 1965 the Soviet Foreign Minister, Gromyko came toTurkey on an official visit.59
The Turks hoped that the Russians would fully support their positionon Cyprus, following an interview Gromyko had given to Izvestia inFebruary; however, they were disappointed when the visit resulted inno further development on this issue. Apparently, Gromyko was
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“extremely evasive” regarding Soviet arms supplies to the GreekCypriots. While the joint communiqué remarked on the improvementof economic relations, and Turkey even accepted a condemnation ofcolonialism, it would not yield to the USSR’s wish to establish specialmechanisms for consultation on matters of common interest, becauseit believed diplomatic missions to be sufficient in this area. Regardingthis issue, it was later reported that Gromyko had gone further thanbringing up the “principles of Lenin and Ataturk” by suggesting therevival of the Turco-Soviet Friendship Pact, which had been denouncedby the Soviets in 1945.60
While Gromyko’s visit to Turkey in May 1965 did not result inanything specific, it did bring about opportunities for high level contactand a further stage in the dialogue, which was continued by Ürgüplü’svisit to Moscow in August 1965. He was accompanied by a delegationcontaining a large number of economic experts, which signalled themain aim of the visit and constituted its prime achievement. Namely,an agreement in principle for the construction of a number of industrialplants in Turkey with financial and technical aid from the Soviets, whichwas not actually signed until March 1967. One of the projects was anoil refinery, whereby Turkey hoped to achieve independence fromWestern oil companies, who had been the target of a violent campaignwith hints of anti-Western and anti-American discourse in the Pressand Parliament. Although the Soviet Government tried to exploit thiscampaign by offering Turkey cheap oil, they were not successful.61
On political terms, bilateral affairs constituted the main focus, andthe communiqué dealt with only international matters which directlyconcerned Turkey; namely, Cyprus, European security and worlddisarmament. Ankara desired both Soviet support for Cyprus and aidfor Turkish economic development. In order to do this, it was willing toconcede to some Soviet policies. This time, the Turkish agreement that“partial measures which would further the cause of general andcomplete disarmament” were required, appeared to align the Turks
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more closely with the Soviet position than that of the West, whichparalleled Turkey’s withdrawal from “uncritical and unqualified supportof Western policies” and reflected the country’s wish for “a moreflexible foreign policy framework.”62
Developments under the Justice Party 1965-1971
The election of Süleyman Demirel and the accession of the JusticeParty to power in October 1965 were greeted reservedly by the Soviets,who knew all too well that the Justice Party had frequently adopted acritical approach to the rapprochement. Nevertheless, this did notdeter them from supporting improved relations. Indeed, Demirel alsoneeded friendly relations with the Soviet Union as the previous PrimeMinisters, if only as “a bargaining counter” in his relations with theWest. The 45th anniversary of the signature of the Treaty of Friendshipon 16 March 1966 saw an exchange of warm congratulatory messages.However, while the Soviet Government expressed their pleasure at the“good-neighbourliness” of the relationship, they also referred toTurkey’s membership of NATO and CENTO as a reminder they wouldprefer Turkey to adopt a neutral approach to foreign policy in order forrelations to be completely as they desired. Ulus repeated the call it hadmade the previous year for the signature of a pact with the SovietUnion. The Turkish Parliamentarians who visited the Soviet Union inAugust 1966, which the British Ambassador saw as “another indicationof continuing cordiality between the two countries”, viewed theirprimary goal as the achievement of complete trust and understandingbetween the two countries. The Soviets were especially interested inachieving such a relationship, given Turkey's previous suggestion that itcould not consider neutrality until it had complete confidence in theintentions of the Soviets.63
The Montreux Convention and the Straits Question
Like its predecessor Tsarist Russia, the Soviet Union always covetedcontrol of the Straits. As the British Ambassador expressed, while the
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Straits had always had a profound effect on Turco-Soviet relations, theydid not figure prominently in the current period. Although the Sovietswanted to have a say in the management of the Straits, their activitieswere generally restricted to complaints against alleged violations of theMontreux Convention, mostly by US vessels.64
The Russians did not attempt to renegotiate the Convention after itsbasic term had expired in July 1956. Despite the Bosphorus’ strategicimplications for the defence of the southern USSR aid for supplying theSoviet Mediterranean fleet, the British Ambassador assumed that theSoviet Government probably considered that any negotiations wouldbe unlikely to be of any benefit when the controller of the Straits at thattime was from the opposite camp. Nor did he think Moscow would wishto alarm Turkey by any direct moves which would only serve to negatethe good done by the diplomatic “friendship offensive” which theythought might eventually achieve the results the Soviets desired.Meanwhile, the Turks retained sovereignty over the Straits and wereobliged to apply the provisions of the 1936 Montreux Convention.65
The US made a point of sending warships through the Straits in orderto assert the right of non-riparian states to enter the Black Sea, InJanuary 1966, the Soviet Government protested at what they called the“provocative activities” of two American vessels in the Black Sea. Theaim of this protest, which included the wish that “the BlackSea should be a zone of peace and calm” was to exclude theUS Navy from the Black Sea and was the first of a number ofsimilar protests of this nature. This and other protestsconcerning the use of the Straits by other countries’warships were part of what seemed to be the Soviet policyon the Bosphorus at that time. Specifically, to extract themaximum advantage from the Montreux Convention as itstood. Consequently, Turkey was involved in a number ofdifficulties as a result of the interpretation of obsolete
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provisions in the Convention.66
Developments in 1966-67
Neither the question of the Convention nor that of US bases arosewhen Prime Minister Kosygin’s visit to Turkey in December 1966, thefirst ever by a Soviet Premier. During the visit numerous agreementswere signed between the two countries. Pravda and Izvestia thought itnecessary to underline that this visit was not an isolated incident, butpart of a continuing policy of increasing contacts and improvingrelations. Izvestia expressed its pleasure at the fact that many deputiesin the Turkish General Assembly who had previously opposedrapprochement now supported it, claiming that it was a reference tothe justice Party’s apparent change of attitude towards the SovietUnion. The talks on this occasion dealt with international affairs in moredetail, in addition to covering bilateral political and economic matters.The Russians did not succeed in persuading the Turks to include in thecommuniqué a call for a European Security Conference, because thelatter insisted on the guaranteed participation of the US. However,Demirel did agree to break with Turkish policy and comment onVietnam, although his choice of discourse did not embarrass theAmericans. It pleased the Turks to interpret the reference to theSecurity Council Resolution of 4 March 1964 as Soviet criticism of theCzechoslovak supply of arms to the Greek Cypriot Government. TheAmbassador noted that Kosygin had declined to make an overt criticismof the Czechs, on the apparent grounds that this would be interferencein a sovereign state’s domestic affairs. He continued to state that, infact, the reference to the 1964 Security Council Resolution, whichpleased the Turks, and a reference to the 1954 Geneva Agreements onVietnam, which pleased the Russians, was both instances of the twosides’ “respective desires to ingratiate themselves with the otherwithout in fact conceding anything positive”.67
In February 1967 witnessed the signature of a border protocolredefining the Turco-Soviet border. The original demarcation had been
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negotiated by a joint Russian and Turkish commission in 1925/26, butensuing changes in the Aras river bed meant that the exact line of thefrontier was uncertain. The issue of the frontier had arisen previouslyas a result of the Soviet Union’s claim to the districts of Kars andArdahan in 1945, and by the Armenian demonstrations of 1965. Whileit might have been expected that the signature of a border protocolwould reassure the Turks that the Russians did not have any designs onTurkish territory, official agreement on this heavily guarded frontier didnot bring the continuing occurrence of border incidents to an end.However, according to the Ambassador, what was interesting aboutthese incidents was that they tended to be played down in the interestsof “neighbourly relations”.68
Soviet Aid Agreement, 1967
A result of the improvement in bilateral relations was the provisionof Soviet aid, which had in fact been on offer for some time before theTurks were willing to accept it. At the beginning of the 1960s, the Turkshad aimed to attain a high level of economic development by the mid-1970s. They planned to accomplish this by means of three successiveFive-Year plans, which would require a substantial flow of foreign aid.Consequently, one of the basic principles of Turkish diplomacy at thattime was to establish or maintain aid sources. In July 1962, the OECDset up a consortium to assist Turkey’s Five-Year Plans and hadcontributed well over $1,000 million by 1972. A NATO Ministerialmeeting in December 1964 decided to give military aid to Turkey, whileCENTO had been a source for economic assistance from the US and theUK.69
The agreement enabled the Turkish Government to demonstrate itsindependence of the West, although in fact the amount of the Sovietaid was not significant in comparison with that given by the West. InJanuary 1968, Demirel said “Turkey’s target is to benefit from everysource which does not jeopardise her political independence”. The
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Turkish Government were clearly not particularly concerned at theprospect of either accepting Soviet money or of large numbers ofRussian technicians entering the country. This was a remarkablydifferent outlook from 1963, when Turkey had been prepared toconsider only the visit of a Turkish Parliamentary delegation to theSoviet Union.70
In March 1965, the Turkish Foreign Minister, Hasan Esat Işık,announced that Turkey was ready to accept Soviet aid, and when PrimeMinister Ürgüplü visited the Soviet Union in August of the same year,he brought a list of projects for which he wanted help in financing. Twoyears of negotiations ensued, culminating in the signing of an aidagreement in Moscow in March 1967. This provided for a Soviet loan of$200 million for the construction of seven industrial installations. TheTurks were to repay the loan at 2,5 per cent interest over a period offifteen years starting in 1971, and repayment was to be made in Turkishexport goods, including manufactured products, some of which wouldcome from the plants to be constructed under the terms of theagreement.71
The Effects of the June War, 1967
A side-effect of the Arab-Israeli June War of 1967 which had a directeffect on Turco- Soviet relations was the increased presence of theSoviet fleet in the Mediterranean. The annual report submitted byTurkey to all signatories of the Montreux Convention showed that ofthe 152 Soviet warships that entered the Mediterranean in 1967, 107did so after the June War, and 62 did not return. This meant that inaddition to its concern for the security of the southern flank, the SovietUnion was now much more interested in the Straits as a line ofcommunication to its Mediterranean fleet. Additionally, there was aconsiderable increase in the numbers and tonnage of Soviet commercialshipping, probably making up Arab losses of armaments, and Soviet
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vessels constituted more than half the traffic sailing through theStraits.72
These developments were naturally a source of anxiety for theTurks, as their position as part of the Northern Tier appeared to havebeen effectively bypassed. The Ambassador believed that the Turksmay have feared that, in the long term, the interface between Easternand Western spheres of influence could alter sufficiently so as to be anadverse effect on Turkish interests; while in the short term, thepresence of a considerable Soviet fleet in the Mediterranean couldrestrict Turkish options over Cyprus. At the same time, the increasedimportance to Russia of the Straits might also prompt the Russians toopen to discussion once more the question of their control. However,the Ambassador continued, it seemed likely that as long as the Russiansremained confident that the Turks would not obstruct their right ofpassage, they would continue to consider that the Convention servedthem sufficiently enough. He thought they would probably wish toavoid damaging the improvement in bilateral relations by reviving anissue highly sensitive for the Turks, at least until there was a substantialimprovement in their bargaining position. Turkish sensitivity waswell illustrated by the alarm aroused by a report in October 1968that the Russians had offered to set up installations to improvenavigational safety in the Straits. Some newspapers exaggeratedthis into an attempt by the Russians “to capture the Straits”.73 InSeptember 1967, two days after returning from a visit toRumania, Prime Minister Demirel paid a visit to Moscow. Thecommuniqué published at the end of his visit covered largelyfamiliar topics, on familiar lines but there was one major change.Specifically, while in previous communiqués the two sides hadexpressed a “sincere desire that the Middle East should becomea zone of peace and security”, since the June War the Russiansapplied pressure to Turkey to follow the pro-Arab Soviet line. InJune the Soviet Ambassador in Ankara, Smirnov, asked forTurkish support on a draft UN resolution which branded IsraelNO
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as the aggressor. However, the Turks declined to give their support.However, in September 1967, due to a wish for Arab support overCyprus, the Turks joined with the Soviet Union in calling for theimmediate withdrawal of Israeli troops and in stating that “the use offorce cannot justify the seizure of territory”.74
1967 was a year of tension in Cyprus. After a Russian denial inFebruary of a Greek-Cypriot report that Moscow would be neutral inthe event of Turkish military intervention in Cyprus, in May and Junethere were rumours of an imminent Greek coup on the island. InNovember, a Greek-Cypriot attack on the Turkish Cypriots signified aTurkish threat to invade Cyprus. This was averted by the mediation ofthe US emissary, Cyrus Vance, who managed to avoid upsetting theTurks. The Russians, however, not only avoided giving offence to theTurks but even went so far as to say that the Greek- Cypriot Government“could do much in order to prevent further complication of the situationof the island”. This was interpreted in Ankara as an implication ofcriticism of the Cypriot Government, and on December 10 Ismet Inönüfavourably compared the Soviet position on Cyprus to that of theAmericans.75
Civil Aviation Agreement, 1968
In May 1968 Evgeny Loginov, the Soviet Civil Aviation Minister, paida one-week visit to Turkey for the opening of a direct weekly air servicebetween Moscow and Tehran. On the final day of his visit, he signed aCivil Aviation Agreement and a Railway Agreement in Ankara. His visitwas returned in July by Ihsan Çağlayangil, the Turkish Foreign Minister.The communiqué on this occasion covered the usual topics of bilateralrelations and international affairs. However, although only the briefestreference was made to economic relations, these formed the mainbody of the talks. This was because the cost of Soviet financial projectshad been underestimated, causing two of the seven schemes (a vodkafactory and a plate glass factory) to be dismissed. More money was still
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necessary, but the two sides agreed to wait until they had a clearer ideaabout the costs. Talks also touched on the problem of increasingTurkey’s exports to the Soviet Union, which would requirediversification of the goods exported, and the Turks turned down theSoviet suggestion that the annual trade protocols be replaced by athree-year agreement. They were evidently chary of committingthemselves so far ahead when dealing with the Soviet Union.76
The Invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 and Turkey’s attitude
While Çağlayangil was in Moscow in July 1968, the extreme Left-wing Turkish Labour Party departed unusually from its pro-Moscow lineby criticising the Soviet Union for aiding the Turkish “establishment”with industrial credits. Later the same month, Mehmet Ali Aybar, theparty’s Chairman, attacked Soviet pressure on Czechoslovakia, sayingthat the Soviets should “get out of the habit of acting towards otherSocialist countries with the superiority of a great power”.77
Although the invasion of Czechoslovakia in August 1968 was viewedby the Turkish Government and the main opposition parties as aconfirmation of Turkey’s continued need for NATO, official reaction wasreasonably restrained in the interests of good relations with the SovietUnion. Çağlayangil said that the “détente atmosphere” had been“gravely impaired”, and Prime Minister Demirel said that the Brezhnevdoctrine revealed the real purpose of the Warsaw Pact. However, onlypolitical contacts were curtailed; economic and commercial relationscontinued unimpeded.78
In November 1969, President Cevdet Sunay paid the first visit to theSoviet Union by a Turkish Head of State. It was largely a formal occasion,although the Russians did not miss the opportunity to try to obtainagreements from the Turks on subjects they had previously declined toconsider. President Cevdet Sunay agreed “to investigate possibilitiesfor concluding a long-term trade agreement between the two
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countries” and he also admitted that “it may be useful ... to have aconference on question of European security”. However, Turkey wasonly committed to considering a long-term trade agreement, and thesection on the European Security Conference contained a formulawhich the Turks regarded as permitting American and Canadianparticipation. The Russians were also disappointed in their hope ofreplacing the formula “good neighbourliness” in the communiqué withthe term “close friendship”.79
By the end of the 1960s, there were over 1000 Soviet economicadvisers in Turkey, and Turkey was to become one of the largest ThirdWorld recipients of Soviet economic aid and trade. Progress was alsomade in the political sphere. Exchanges of high-level visits becamerelatively standard after Kosygin’s visit in 1966, the first ever by a SovietPremier, to Turkey.80
Developments in 1970s
In May 1970, Turkey hosted the Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister,Vladimir Vinogradov. The visit was arranged at short notice and wasapparently inspired by the letter from CENTO’s regional members tothe United States and the Soviet Union concerning the Middle East.Turkey also voiced some dissatisfaction over the operation of the Sovietcredits, and it was reported that the Russians felt they had tocompensate for the Turkish belief that they were supporting theincreasing student agitation and thus interfering in Turkish internalaffairs. The Turks agreed to consider the possibility of consular and roadtransport agreements but declined to involve themselves any furtherin the Arab-Israeli conflict. They obtained an assurance from Vinogradovthat the problems over the credits would be solved.81
The 50th anniversary of diplomatic relations between Turkey andthe Soviet Union was in June 1970. The Russians expressed pleasure atthe improvements in bilateral relations and claimed that the two
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countries now held similar views on various aspects of internationalaffairs. The Soviet press was inclined to attribute to anti-Westernfeelings a wider currency than was the case, but Pravda noted thatthere were still “forces” opposed to the rapprochement. The Secretary-General of the Turkish Foreign Ministry, Orhan Eralp, also referred tosimilarity of views after his visit to the Soviet Union in September 1970.Although in fact the topics to which he made reference (the MiddleEast, Vietnam, and the plan for a European Security Conference) werematters on which agreement had already been defined previously.Although the Turks said that his talks in Moscow should be seen “in thecontext of the gradually improving relations between Turkey and theSoviet Union”, it appeared that they represented no more of an advancein these relations than had Vinogradov’s talks in June.82
The Ambassador suggested that a possible exception to thisassessment was the indication that talks were continuing on theconclusion of a road transport agreement, which was eventually signedin October 1970, and was on similar lines to transit agreements whichTurkey already had with Rumania and Bulgaria. It provided for thetransportation of personnel and commercial goods and gave the Sovietsoverland access to the Arab countries. This was initially a cause of alarmfor Israel, who was sensitive to the possibility that the Soviet Unionwould supply the Arabs with arms via this route. As for the Turks, theygained more direct access to markets in Northern Europe.83
In the meantime, there was a minor incident between the twocountries in 1970, arising from the hijacking of a Soviet aircraft toTurkey by two Lithuanians. In October 1970, a Russian airliner on aninternal flight was hijacked to Trabzon in Turkey. The hijackers, twoLithuanians, who also killed a stewardess, asked for political asylum.The Soviet Government demanded that they returned to the USSRand were convinced they had “drawn the ace” when an AmericanU8 aircraft, carrying two senior American officers and a Turkish colonelwandered across the border and landed at the Soviet airport of
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Leninakin. The Russians made it clear that they intended to use the U8party as “bargaining counters” for the extradition of the Lithuanians,but “their ace was speedily called” when a second Soviet aircraft washijacked to Turkey, this time to Sinop. Other than two more hijackers,the Turks now had their own bargaining force: the pilot of the aircraftand a passenger, who had been innocent victims of the hijacking. Thetwo countries’ mutual disapproval was expressed by the mutedresponse by the Russians to the celebration of Turkish National Day on29 October 1970, and by the Turks to that of the October Revolution on6 November 1970. On 10 November, the Russians handed over the U8party to the Turks, and the latter returned the second hijacked aircraftas well as the two Soviet citizens who had come with it involuntarily.The aircraft hijacked to Trabzon were returned promptly as the Turkshad wished to avoid upsetting the Russians.84
Russian pressure on Turkey for the immediate return of the hijackersnot only failed but also hindered the Soviet Government's “friendshipoffensive” as the Turks felt they had once more seen the true face ofthe Russians’. Even after relations had returned to normal, the SovietUnion continued to press for the return of the Lithuanian hijackers. TheTurkish judiciary provisionally ruled that the hijacking was performedfor political motives; hence, the Turks had not seen fit to return thehijackers. However, in March 1971 it was decided that the killing of thestewardess could not be justified politically, and that the Lithuaniansshould be tried in Turkey on a criminal charge. Whether or not theywould be handed over to the Soviet Union was left open.85
Yet both sides avoided major crisis. The Soviets were unsuccessful,however, in their attempts in the 1960s and early 1970s to obtain a newnon-aggression pact or friendship treaty with Turkey, obtaining in 1972only a “Declaration of Principles on Good Neighbourly Relations.” Nordid they succeed in their encouragement of Turkey to eliminate theAmerican military presence in the country.
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The Russians promptly took measures to mend their relations withTurkey. As early as 10 November 1970, Tass published a report whichemphasised Ataturk’s friendship for the Soviet Union. Nor was theSoviet Government upset by the “coup by memorandum” of 12 March1971, when the threat of intervention by the Armed Forces caused theJustice Party to resign and an “above party” Government to be formed.At the Soviet Communist Party’s 24th Congress later that month,Brezhnev described Soviet relations with Turkey as normal. In May theSoviet Ambassador in Ankara, Grubyakov, called on Prime MinisterNihat Erim to convey “his government’s wishes for success and friendlyrelations”, Erim also accepted an invitation to visit the Soviet Union,although no date was set.86
The Russians had not been as hopeful of the “coup bymemorandum” as they had been of General Cemal Gürsel’s takeover inMay 1960. Nevertheless, given that the Armed Forces were the effectivearbiters in Turkish politics, the Russians needed to appreciate thepotential value to themselves of a Leftward-inclined junior officer corps.In February 1968, the Soviet Embassy in Ankara had stated that itsgovernment was keen to establish contacts between the Turkish andSoviet Armed Forces. The memorandum of 12 March was purported tohave been initiated by the imminence of a coup on the part of radicalelements among the officers. However, a thorough cleansing andcontinuing “weeding” appeared to have restored the formermoderately liberal character of the Army, and to have averted anyimmediate danger of a direct military take-over by Left-wing elementsand a subsequent change of foreign policy.87
It was once again a Cyprus crisis which gave new momentum toSoviet-Turkish relations in the mid-1970s. Apparently to placate theGreeks or at least Makarios during his official visit to the Soviet Unionin 1971, Moscow back-tracked from its earlier tilt towards Turkey.
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Turco-Soviet relations experienced a setback on the occasion ofPresident Makarios’ visit to Moscow in June 1971. The Turks tookexception to the section of the communiqué concerning Cyprus, whichmade no reference to two national communities. The Turkish ForeignMinister, Osman Esim Olcay, communicated the Turkish Government’sdispleasure to the Soviet Ambassador, who assured him that Sovietpolicy on Cyprus had not changed. Gromyko also sent a message, viathe Turkish Embassy in Moscow, denying any change in the USSR’sCyprus policy and informing Ankara “of the great importance attachedto friendship with Turkey and Turco-Soviet relations”.88
The British Ambassador believed that it was likely that the Russiansgave relations greater importance to relations with Turkey than thosewith Cyprus, and it was therefore possible that any Soviet assistancefor the Greek-Cypriots should a Turkish intervention occur would berestricted to support in the United Nations. The Turks could not be sureof this however, nor could they be certain that the Soviet Governmenthad not secretly promised the archbishop more support.89
The Turks were reassured on the occasion of President Podgorny’svisit to Turkey (11-17 April 1972) by a reiteration of Soviet policytowards Cyprus, although by agreeing to rule out enosis “in any form”they put the possibility of double enosis at risk. The main result of thevisit was the adoption of a joint “Declaration of Principles on Turkish-Soviet Good Neighbourly Relations”. This was a less spectaculardevelopment than the proposal reportedly made by the Russians priorto President Podgorny’s visit, that the two sides should revive theTreaty of Friendship and Co-operation. On the economic side, it wasdecided “in principle” to increase the capacity of the Iskenderun steelworks to 2 million tons, as provided for by the 1967 Agreement.However, the question that remained was whether there was enoughmoney for the job, or whether more would be needed.90
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In 1973 relations with the Soviet Union was well maintained, thoughcommunism continued to be outlawed. In October 1973, the Speakerled a Parliamentary delegation to the Soviet Union. 1974 was the yearof Cyprus. The Turkish military intervention in Cyprus dominated allother events in Turkey and produced such marked internationalreactions. However, relations with the Soviet Union continued todevelop, reflecting Turkey’s growing assertion of absolute freedom ofaction internationally not withstanding its continued commitment toNATO, CENTO and the EEC.91
In the summer of 1974, Cyprus erupted once again in crisis whenMakarios was removed by a coup apparently engineered by the militaryrulers of Greece. Turkey responded by invading and occupying close toone-half of the island. Blaming NATO for the crisis, the Moscowrefrained from criticizing Turkey’s move, thereby at least tacitlysupporting it. Although the Soviet Union at least implicitly backedTurkey in the crisis, and was amply praised by Ankara for doing so, thesituation was not entirely an easy one for Soviet policy-makers. Thegreatest Soviet return on the Cyprus conflict was the sharpdeterioration which occurred in Turkish-American relations. In responseto the Turkish invasion of Cyprus, the American Congress cut off USmilitary aid to Turkey in 1975. Turkey responded by closing theAmerican bases in Turkey. With little effort on the part of the Soviets,one of their major objectives (the removal of NATO bases from Turkey)was achieved at least temporarily. In addition, both the position of theSoviets in the Cyprus crisis and the Turkish rift with Washington led toa decided improvement in Soviet-Turkish relations. This was translatedinto another large economic agreement, a Soviet credit for 700 milliondollars for existing and new projects.92
There was renewed progress in the political sphere too, as Ankaradeclared its interest in a “balanced” foreign policy. In 1976, a Turkishmilitary delegation visited the Soviet Union, Turkish observers wereinvited to witness Warsaw Pact exercises in the Caucasus, and theSoviet chief-in-staff was invited to Turkey in 1978. None of these things
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resulted in military relations, but they did indicate a more relaxedpolitical relationship.93
In 1976, the Turkish Government continued to build up relationswith the Soviet Union, which was seeking a declaration of friendshipand cooperation. Exchanges with the Soviet Union were mainly ontechnical and economic matters but also included a Turkish militaryvisit. The Turks took the Russians to task for their disingenuous way ofdeclaring their new aircraft-carrying submarine-hunter Kiev throughthe Bosphorus under the Montreux Convention. Moreover, they playedfor time on their December 1975 acceptance of a Russian invitation tosign a “political document”, a declaration of friendship and cooperation,without committing the foreign minister to sign on his planned visit tothe Soviet Union early in 1977.94
In 1977, the Russians continued to watch and wait. In the face ofTurkey’s reluctance to sign a “political document” they had not pressedfor the Turkish Prime Minister to pay his long-awaited visit to the USSR.However, at the end of the year they sent a large delegation to ameeting of the Joint Soviet-Turkish Economic Committee at whichagreement was reached on a major programme of industrialcooperation.95
In 1977, a ten-year economic agreement was negotiated for the sumof 1.3 billion dollars and, two years later, a 3.8 billion dollars agreementwas signed for energy-related projects. By the beginning of the 1980s,Turkey had received some 2 billion dollars in Soviet economicassistance.96
In January 1978, a new government was formed by Bülent Ecevit.The British Ambassador stated that if Ecevit had some success inimproving Turkey’s standing in the sphere of World politics, the samecannot be said of his handling of her deepening economic crisis. Hetook over a country which was effectively bankrupt. He abandoned the
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Five-Year Plan of the previous government and introduced a series ofausterity measures culminating in a restrictive budget.97
In 1978 the most significant political step forward, however, was thesigning of a “Political Document on the Principles of Good Neighbourlyand Friendly Cooperation”. Preceded by the 1972 Declaration andagreed upon in principle during a trip by Kosygin to Ankara in 1976, ittook a good deal of negotiation. The Political Document was a break-through for Soviet relations with a NATO country. It even had a slightimprovement over the 1925 Soviet-Turkish agreement; the latter hadbanned aggression or joining in third-party aggression against thesignatories, while the 1978 Document banned the use of each country’sterritory for the perpetration of aggression or subversion against othercountries. From the Soviet point of view, this was meant to preventNATO activity or facilities in Turkey, although the Turks had a morelimited interpretation. However, the Document was a politicalachievement from the Soviet point of view even if it proved to havelittle practical value.98
Just two months after the signing of the Political Document, Turkeyagreed to the reopening of American bases, in as much as the US hadlifted its embargo on arms sale to Turkey. This was a serious blow towhat had appeared to be significant progress in the achievement ofSoviet goals in Turkey. Turkish Prime Minister Ecevit sent Brezehnevassurances that Turkey’s membership in NATO would never be used ina way to create anxiety or insecurity for its neighbour, but the Sovietshad sought much more.99
The Soviets invoked the new Good Neighbourly and FriendlyCooperation Political Document, but Turkey insisted that this did not
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apply. Moscow’s gains regarding the Straits were similarly vulnerable;in the absence of any new treaty, Turkish flexibility was entirelydependent upon the goodwill of the government in Ankara at any giventime. Thus, as in the past, these vital waterways were still greatlycontrolled by a NATO country acting according to its own interests.Even the vociferous objection to what many viewed as Soviet supportfor the flare-up of terrorism and civil disorder in Turkey did not,however, prevent the signing of the Document. Rather, it was only afterthe US resumed its interest in Turkey, particularly in the wake of eventsin Iran and Afghanistan that Ankara demonstrated decidedly lessinterest in Moscow.100
With the US once again willing to arm Turkey, there were goodreasons for Ankara to strengthen its ties to NATO once again. Themilitary coup of September 1980 brought to power many of the verypeople who had been most critical of Soviet support for terrorism andthe Communists in Turkey. Their suspicious attitude towards Moscowwas presumably fortified by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan at theend of 1979. Ankara strongly protested at the invasion.101
It would appear, therefore, that the ebb and flow of Soviet-Turkishrelations were basically dependent upon and determined by the stateof Turkish-American relations. Domestic Turkish factors did not appearto have played a significant role in as much as improvements anddeteriorations in relations often occurred during the administration ofdifferent governments in Turkey.
1979 saw not perhaps the abandonment of that approach but itsadaptation to a better understanding of the economic and financialrealities which dominated Turkey’s international relations. As a result,there was a small but not imperceptible change for the better inTurkey’s relations with the West, and particularly with the US. However,Turkey’s relations with the US improved during 1979. Contacts with theMoslem countries nevertheless remained an important feature. 1979saw less of Ecevit’s efforts to give a new direction to Turkish foreign
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policy, with the result that relations with the West were marginallyimproved.102
In December 1979, the new government, which was formed byDemirel, made it clear that Turkey saw her future as lying with the Westand continued to attach great importance to her membership of theNATO Alliance. The new government offered to hold the next ministerialmeeting of the North Atlantic Council in Ankara, the first time it wouldhad been held in Ankara for twenty years. Demirel made less attemptsof the kind that were made under Ecevit to gain advantage from playingthe West off against the Soviet Union and a greater effort to alignTurkey’s economic and political positions with those of the West.103
1980 was the year of the Third Military Takeover. The Generals tookover on 12 September to end the violence, amidst general relief. Inforeign policy, the emphasis under both Demirel and the Generals wasmore on links with the West than with either the Soviet Union andEastern Europe or Third World, loyalty to both the NATO and theCouncil of Europe being specifically reaffirmed after 12 September.Turkey was not affected internally by the revolution in Iran, but wasmuch concerned not only by developments in that country, but by thethreat posed to area stability by the Soviet invasion Afghanistan. Turkeytook a leading part in formulating the opposition of the Islamic countriesto the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, without going so far as to provokea Soviet reaction against herself.104
However, this cannot be said that Soviet-Turkish relations ceased orwere even reversed in the 1980s. Moscow sought to maintain if notimprove relations despite the Turkish-American rapprochement andthe cold-war atmosphere which dominated the region in the early1980s. There was a brief hiatus in political contacts after the 1980 coup,but in late 1982, the Turkish Foreign Minister İlter Türkmen visitedMoscow, declaring his interest in a stable relationship with the SovietUnion. This resumption of normal relations was consummated after theelections of November 1983.Following these elections, Soviet Prime



Behçet Kemal Yeşilbursa 918

105 Golan, Op. Cit., p. 256-257.
106 Ibid.

Minister Tikonov paid a visit to Ankara, the first visit by a Soviet Premiersince Kosygin’s 1976 visit. In 1984, the two countries signed their largestever economic agreement, providing for Soviet crude oil and naturalgas to Turkey in exchange for Turkish products. Turkish Prime MinisterTurgut Özal visited the Soviet Union in 1986 and there was an exchangeof military commanders in 1986 and 1987 as relations between the twocountries steadily improved once again. The impact of Gorbachev’snew policies was evident in this improvement when the Soviet Unionagreed in 1988 to open a crossing point on its border with Turkey, whichhad been closed since 1937.105
Despite these ties, it would appear that Moscow was stillconcentrating its primary efforts on improved relations, even duringperiods of tougher governments in Ankara, rather than on subversiveactivity. As in the past, the mainstay of Soviet policy was economicassistance, while striving to prove to Turkey that a stable relationshipwith Moscow would provide greater security for Turkey than themilitary and or presence of the US. In view of this argument, the Sovietschose a cautious even cooperative rather than confrontationalapproach to Turkey. The success of such an approach for the SovietUnion appeared to be dependent, however, more on the fluctuationsin Turkish-American relations than decisions taken in Moscow.106

Economic Relations
A motive for and a result of the improvement in bilateralrelations was the expansion of Turco-Soviet trade. Thisreally commenced in 1965, when turnover doubled over theprevious year’s figure. The balance of trade had usually beenfavourable to the Russians, and this trend consolidated overfollowing years, with Turkish exports remaining steady whileimports from the USSR rose sharply. This imbalance mighthave been due in part to materials provided for Soviet-aidedindustrial projects and would probably be corrected whenthe Turks started repaying the loan. Although Turkeyincreased its volume of trade with the East European
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countries as a whole, the Soviet Union became her major trade partneramong them. The turnover in trade between the two countries, whilein not reaching the levels provided for in the annual trade protocols,was sufficient to promote the USSR to Turkey’s seventh largest worldtrade partner.107
As was usual in Soviet trade with developing countries, the USSRexported mainly manufactured articles and imports primary agriculturalproducts. The Turks were concerned to diversify their exported, andthe trade protocol for 1971-72 provided for the export of unspecifiedindustrial commodities. It seemed likely that the Soviet Union wouldtake some of the products from the projects they had aided. The volumeof trade might also have been augmented at the expense of other EastEuropean countries: due to the size of its market, the Turks regardedthe Soviet Union as less likely to practise “switch” operations, re-exporting Turkish good.108
Another product of the improvement in relations was the provisionof Soviet aid, under an aid agreement signed on 25 March 1967. Theamount of $200 million envisaged by this agreement was soon seen tobe insufficient, and even after two of the projected schemes had beenabandoned more money was required. This was eventually furnishedby a credit agreement signed in October 1969, which supplementedthe original $200 million with a further $166 million. The terms of theagreement were described in the body of this memorandum, and theinstallations to be constructed were as follows109:
a. A steel plant at Iskenderun. With an initial capacity of 1,000,000tons rising to 2,500,000 tons per year, it was to be Turkey’s third, andlargest, steel plant. With $113.7 million assigned to it, it was also themost expensive of the projects and necessitated the second creditagreement.
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b. An aluminium factory at Seydişehir, with an annual capacity of285,000 tons.
c. An oil refinery at Aliağa, capable of processing 3,000,000 tons ofcrude oil a year. This installation derived political significance from theunpopularity of foreign (i.e. Western) oil companies.
d. A sulphuric acid factory at Bandırma. Annual capacity was to be120,000 tons a year. The factory was opened by President Sunay on 30June 1972.
e. A fibre-board factory at Artvin, which was to produce 28,000 tonsa year.
f. Expansion and improvement of an existing glass factory.
g. Expansion of the vodka producing unit of an alcohol factory.
Projects (f) and (g) were the ones given up by the Turks, who wereentitled to do so under the 1967 agreement. Beyond the remaining fiveinstallations under construction in 1972, there had been somediscussion on the feasibility of an underground system in Istanbul.However, the visiting Soviet Minister for Foreign Economic Relations,Skachkov, informed the Turkish Minister of Industry, Selahattin Kılıç, inOctober 1970 that Russia would not give Turkey any more loans untilthe current projects had been completed. This did not rule out loans tothe private sector, but none to that date had yet been extended. Unlessthe Turks took up the Soviet Government’s repeated offers to sellTurkey civil aircraft, these factors would tend to discount dramaticdevelopments in economic relations, for the immediate future.110
Assessment of 1960-1991 Period
The Joint Declaration was a measure of the limited, but distinct,improvement in Turco-Soviet relations over the decade. Internationalattitudes to the Cyprus problem, as well as economic and domesticpolitical considerations, led the Turks to recognise the value of a moreindependent foreign policy. The degree of independence was illustratedby the Turkish statement in 1969 prohibiting US use of the NATO base

f
t

!



Turco-Soviet Relations during the Cold War Era (1945-1991) 921

111 FCO51/244/RR6/12, Turco-Soviet Relations 1962-1971. FCO51/296/RR6/4, Turco-Soviet Relations 1962-1972.
112 FCO51/244/RR6/12, Turco-Soviet Relations 1962-1971. FCO51/296/RR6/4, Turco-Soviet Relations 1962-1972.

at Incirlik, in the event of their intervention in the Lebanese internalsituation. The same flexibility in Turkey's new international outlookpermitted the Turks to authorise the use of their airspace by SovietMigs headed for Arab States. In these and other respects referred to inthis report, the modern eclecticism of Turkish foreign policy had workedto the Soviet advantage and corresponded to their policy aims regardingTurkey. Namely, to weaken Turkey’s political, economic and militaryties with the West as a precondition to increasing Soviet influence overthe direction of Turkish policy.111
However, although the Soviet Government was at pains to allaytraditional Turkish suspicions of Russian intentions, the Turks’ “strategicimage” of the Russians had not altered significantly. The Turks werewilling to co-operate with the Soviet Union on an equal footing, but theSoviet invasion of Czechoslovakia and Soviet activity in and around theMediterranean gave the Turks reason to doubt that they would retaintheir equal status in the event of their adopting a neutral stance. As aresult, Ankara continued to view Western support as vital for nationalsecurity. Continuing Western economic assistance also inclined Turkeyto maintain her alignment of that time, while the country’s associationwith the EEC had underlined its traditional commitment to everythingEuropean. It was against this background, and in the hopeof obtaining Soviet support for Cyprus, that the Turksshowed themselves willing to meet the Russians on somepoints of bilateral and international affairs as well as toaccept Soviet economic assistance. For the Soviet Union,the improvement in political and commercial relationshelped to improve the Soviet image and stimulated thegrowth of the Turkish Left.112

However, the British Ambassador did not consider Left-wing organisations to be of any great significance in Turkeyat that time. The Turkish Communist Party itself, supportedby the Soviet Government, had been banned from Turkey
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since 1925. The Turkish Labour Party (TLP) which usually adopted a pro-Moscow stance but had been willing to criticise specific actions of theSoviet Government was dissolved by order of the Constitutional Courtin July 1971. Because it was internally divided, it never obtained asignificant share the vote. Although Moscow naturally favoured the TLPand the extra-parliamentary Left-wing movement, it did not tojeopardise the official détente by appearing |to be too closely involvedwith their activities. In January 1967, Kosygin went so far as to deny allknowledge of “Bizim Radyo”, the voice of the Turkish Communist party,which broadcasted from East Germany. More recently, the low prioritythe Soviet Government assigned to the Left was indicated by its anxietyto maintain good relations with the Erim Government. It was thusinclined by the knowledge that Turkey remained fundamentallyconservative and that no party overtly favouring Moscow could expectmuch electoral success. Hence, democratic elections were unlikely tobring about a radical change in the personnel involved in Turkey’sGovernment, and a military takeover would only affect the orientationof Turkish foreign policy if Leftist elements among the officers were incontrol. Therefore, while the character of Turkey’s leaders remainedthe same; while their confidence in the West’s ability to discharge itsprotective and economic functions remained un-abused; and until theirsuspicion of Russian intentions was finally abated, the Turks were likelyto retail their alignment of that time.113
For the future, the British Ambassador predicted that the SovietGovernment would probably seek to continue the rapprochement withTurkey and to increase its importance in Turkey’s economy. It wouldcontinue to be concerned to win over the Turks, and would pursue thisobjective by continuing, and widening the scope of contacts betweenthe two nations. It would continue to desire to prise Turkey from theWest and would hope for growing support from within Turkish society.He added that it would need to be wary of alarming the Turks by ill-considered actions regarding to its presence in the Middle East, its
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attitude to the Straits and the Montreux Convention, and its positionon the Cyprus question.114
Conclusion
The impact of the Revolution on Turkey’s foreign relations wasremarkably small. As already mentioned, the government of Mendereshad decided shortly before their fall to try and break the ice with Russia,but nothing came of this. Almost the first statements of theRevolutionary government were to the effect that they remainedfaithful to their alliances with the West (NATO and CENTO), but thatthere might be nuances of difference in the application of their foreignpolicy. It was understood that these might be found largely in a greatersuppleness in the handling of relations with neighbouring states, i.e.Russia and the Arab world. It was, in fact, been hard to detect anychanges at all. The Russians thought they had an opportunity to improvetheir position and pressed very hard, probably too hard for their owngood, to persuade Turkey to accept large scale economic aid andexchange of top-level visits. Both were refused and Turkey’s policy ofmaintaining its Western connexion unimpaired, but so far as thisallowed, of normalizing trans-frontier relations with Russia was ablyand firmly stated in a letter from General Gürsel to Khrushchev.
The Joint Declaration was a measure of the limited, but distinct,improvement in Turco-Soviet relations over the decade. Internationalattitudes to the Cyprus problem, as well as economic and domesticpolitical considerations, led the Turks to recognise the value of a moreindependent foreign policy. The degree of independence was illustratedby the Turkish statement in 1969 prohibiting US use of the NATO baseat Incirlik, in the event of their intervention in the Lebanese internalsituation. The same flexibility in Turkey's new international outlookpermitted the Turks to authorise the use of their airspace by SovietMigs headed for Arab States. In these and other respects referred to inthis report, the modern eclecticism of Turkish foreign policy had workedto the Soviet advantage and corresponded to their policy aims regardingTurkey. Namely, to weaken Turkey’s political, economic and military
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ties with the West as a precondition to increasing Soviet influence overthe direction of Turkish policy.
However, although the Soviet Government was at pains to allaytraditional Turkish suspicions of Russian intentions, the Turks’ “strategicimage” of the Russians had not altered significantly. The Turks werewilling to co-operate with the Soviet Union on an equal footing, but theSoviet invasion of Czechoslovakia and Soviet activity in and around theMediterranean gave the Turks reason to doubt that they would retaintheir equal status in the event of their adopting a neutral stance. As aresult, Ankara continued to view Western support as vital for nationalsecurity. Continuing Western economic assistance also inclined Turkeyto maintain her alignment of that time, while the country’s associationwith the EEC had underlined its traditional commitment to everythingEuropean. It was against this background, and in the hope of obtainingSoviet support for Cyprus, that the Turks showed themselves willing tomeet the Russians on some points of bilateral and international affairsas well as to accept Soviet economic assistance. For the Soviet Union,the improvement in political and commercial relations helped toimprove the Soviet image and stimulated the growth of the TurkishLeft.
However, the British Ambassador did not consider Left-wingorganisations to be of any great significance in Turkey at that time. TheTurkish Communist Party itself, supported by the Soviet Government,had been banned from Turkey since 1925. The Turkish Labour Party(TLP) which usually adopted a pro-Moscow stance but had been willingto criticise specific actions of the Soviet Government was dissolved byorder of the Constitutional Court in July 1971. Because it was internallydivided, it never obtained a significant share the vote. AlthoughMoscow naturally favoured the TLP and the extra-parliamentary Left-wing movement, it did not to jeopardise the official détente byappearing |to be too closely involved with their activities. In January1967, Kosygin went so far as to deny all knowledge of “Bizim Radyo”,the voice of the Turkish Communist party, which broadcasted from EastGermany. More recently, the low priority the Soviet Governmentassigned to the Left was indicated by its anxiety to maintain goodrelations with the Erim Government. It was thus inclined by the
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knowledge that Turkey remained fundamentally conservative and thatno party overtly favouring Moscow could expect much electoralsuccess. Hence, democratic elections were unlikely to bring about aradical change in the personnel involved in Turkey’s Government, anda military takeover would only affect the orientation of Turkish foreignpolicy if Leftist elements among the officers were in control. Therefore,while the character of Turkey’s leaders remained the same; while theirconfidence in the West’s ability to discharge its protective andeconomic functions remained un-abused; and until their suspicion ofRussian intentions was finally abated, the Turks were likely to retailtheir alignment of that time.
For the future, the British Ambassador predicted that the SovietGovernment would probably seek to continue the rapprochement withTurkey and to increase its importance in Turkey’s economy. It wouldcontinue to be concerned to win over the Turks, and would pursue thisobjective by continuing, and widening the scope of contacts betweenthe two nations. It would continue to desire to prise Turkey from theWest and would hope for growing support from within Turkish society.He added that it would need to be wary of alarming the Turks by ill-considered actions regarding to its presence in the Middle East, itsattitude to the Straits and the Montreux Convention, and its positionon the Cyprus question.
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ANNEXES
Annex-I: Turkey’s trade with the USSR (1970)115

US dollar millionYear Imports Exports1962 6.4 5.5
1963 8.9 7.11964 7.98 9.041965 16.66 18.671966 26.08 18.471967 27.74 28.421968 30.46 29.871969 33.54 29.961970 38.72 29.38
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Annex-II: Turkey’s trade partners (1970)116

US dollar millionImports % Country Exports % Country172.0 19.4 USA 117.4 119.9 WestGermany164.2 18.5 WestGermany 56.2 0.5 USA
88.1 9.9 UK 44.1 7.5 Switzerland70.1 7.9 Italy 39.5 6.7 France44.5 5.0 Switzerland 39.0 6.6 Italy38.7 4.4 USSR 33.7 5.7 UK31.8 3.6 France 29.4 5.0 USSR276.4 31.3 OtherCountries 229.2 39.1 OtherCountries885.8 100 Total 588.5 100 Total


